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REFORM. 

i. 

BIRMINGHAM,  OCTOBER  27,  1858. 


[In  the  autumn  of  the  year  1S58,  Mr.  Bright,  having  recovered  from  a  serious 
illness  which  had  compelled  his  absence  from  the  House  of  Commons  during 
the  sessions  of  1856  and  1857,  visited  some  of  the  principal  towns  in  Great 
Britain,  and  made  several  important  speeches  on  Parliamentary  Reform. 
In  the  spring  of  the  next  year  Lord  Derby  introduced  his  scheme.  It  was 
rejected,  and  a  dissolution  followed,  which  put  Lord  Palmerston  at  the  head 
of  affairs.  During  his  life  the  question  slept.  On  Lord  Russell’s  accession 
to  office  in  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1865  the  question  was  revived,  and 
the  Bill  of  1 866  was  produced.  This  was  lost,  through  a  coalition  of  the 
Tories  and  the  ‘  Adullamites,’  and  Lord  Derby  came  into  office  again.  In 
1867  a  Reform  Bill  was  carried.] 

If  I  exhibit  embarrassment  in  rising-  to  address  you,  I  must 
ask  for  your  forbearance,  for,  in  truth,  as  I  cast  my  eyes  over 
this  great  assembly,  I  feel  myself  almost  bewildered  and 
oppressed  with  a  consciousness  of  my  incapacity  to  fulfil 
properly  the  duty  which  devolves  upon  me  to-night.  It  is  now 
nearly  three  years  since  I  was  permitted,  and,  indeed,  since  I 
was  able,  to  stand  upon  any  public  platform  to  address  auy 
public  meeting  of  my  countrymen ;  and  during  that  period  I 
have  passed  through  a  new  and  a  great  experience.  From 
apparent  health  I  have  been  brought  down  to  a  condition  of 
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weakness  exceeding  the  weakness  of  a  little  child,  in  which  I 
could  neither  read  nor  write,  nor  converse  for  more  than  a  few 
minutes  without  distress  and  without  peril;  and  from  that 
condition,  by  degrees  so  fine  as  to  be  imperceptible  even  to 
myself,  I  have  been  restored  to  the  comparative  health  in 
which  you  now  behold  me.  In  remembrance  of  all  this,  is  it 
wrong  in  me  to  acknowledge  here,  in  the  presence  of  you  all, 
with  reverent  and  thankful  heart,  the  signal  favour  which  has 
been  extended  to  me  by  the  great  Supreme  ?  Is  it  wrong  that 
I  should  take  this  opportunity  of  expressiug  the  gratitude 
which  I  feel  to  all  classes  of  my  countrymen  for  the  number¬ 
less  kindnesses  which  I  have  received  from  them  during  this 
period — from  those  high  in  rank  and  abounding  in  wealth 
and  influence,  to  the  dweller  on  one  of  our  Lancashire  moors, 
who  sent  me  a  most  kind  message  to  say  that  he  believed 
where  he  lived  was  the  healthiest  spot  in  England,  and  that  if 
I  would  come  and  take  up  my  abode  with  him  for  a  time, 
though  his  means  were  limited  and  his  dwelling  humble,  he 
would  contrive  to  let  me  have  a  room  to  myself?  I  say, 
looking  back  to  all  this,  that  if  I  have  ever  done  anything  for 
my  countrymen,  or  for  their  interests  in  any  shape,  L  am 
amply  compensated  by  the  abundant  kindness  they  have 
shown  to  me  during  the  last  three  years.  And  if  there  be  any 
colour  of  shade  to  this  picture,  if  there  be  men  who  subjected 
me  to  a  passionate  and  ungenerous  treatment,  when  I  was 
stricken  down  and  was  enduring  a  tedious  exile,  though  the 
best  years  of  my  life  were  engaged  in  the  defence  of  their 
interests,  I  have  the  consolation  of  knowing  that  their  act 
was  not  approved  by  the  country,  and  that  when  my  cause 
came  up,  by  appeal,  to  a  superior,  because  an  impartial  tri¬ 
bunal,  their  verdict  was  condemned  and  set  aside  by  the 
unanimous  judgment  of  the  electors  and  population  of  this 
great  central  city  of  the  kingdom. 

I  shall  not  attempt,  by  the  employment  of  any  elaborate 
phrases,  to  express  to  you  what  I  felt  at  the  time  when 
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you  conferred  upon  me  the  signal  honour  of  returning 
me  as  one  of  your  representatives  to  the  House  of  Commons. 

I  am  not  sufficiently  master  of  the  English  language  to 
discover  words  which  shall  express  what  I  then  fed t.,  and 
what  I  feel  now  towards  you,  for  what  you  did  then,  and  for 
the  reception  which  you  have  given  me  to-night.  I  never 
imagined  for  a  moment  that  you  were  prepared  to  endorse  all 
my  opinions,  or  to  sanction  every  political  act  with  which  I 
have  been  connected;  hut  I  accepted  your  resolution  in  choosing 
me  as  meaning  this,  that  you  had  watched  my  political  career ; 
that  you  believed  it  had  been  an  honest  one ;  that  you  were 
satisfied  I  had  not  swerved  knowingly  to  the  right  hand  or  to 
the  left;  that  the  attractions  of  power  had  not  turned  me 
aside ;  that  I  had  not  changed  my  course  from  any  view  of 
courting  a  fleeting  popularity ;  and,  further,  that  you  are  of 
this  opinion — an  opinion  which  I  religiously  hold — that  the 
man  whose  political  career  is  on  a  line  with  his  conscientious 
convictions,  can  never  be  unfaithful  to  his  constituents  or  to 
his  country. 

At  the  time  of  my  election,  you  will  remember  that  some 
newspapers  which  commented  upon  it,  took  the  liberty  ol 
saying  that  I  had  had  a  good  deal  of  time  for  reflection ;  that  I 
had  been  taught  a  wholesome  lesson ;  and  that  I  had  changed 
or  modified  my  views  with  respect  to  recent  public  policy. 
I  have  had  no  proper  opportunity  before  to-night  to  refer  to 
that  statement,  and  I  beg  leave  to  tell  those  gentlemen  that 
they  were,  and  are,  if  they  still  hold  the  same  opinion, 
entirely  mistaken;  that  whether  I  was  wrong  or  right,  I 
acted  according  to  what  I  believed  to  be  right,  and  that  all 
the  facts  and  all  the  information  which  I  have  since  received 
have  only  served  to  confirm  me  in  the  opinions  which  I  had 
previously  expressed.  I  wish  now,  too— and  all  this  is  ratliei 
preliminary— -to  refer  to  one  ingenious  misrepresentation, 
which  it  was  of  no  use  attempting  to  meet  when  passion  was 
at  its  height,  and  when  public  clamour  prevented  any  calm 
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argument  upon  the  question  then  before  the  country.  All 
who  read  the  newspapers  at  the  time  will  recollect  that  it  was 
said  of  me,  and  of  others  who  thought  and  acted  with  me — 
but  more  of  me  than  of  any  other  person — that  my  opinion 
upon  such  a  question  as  the  right  or  wisdom  of  any  particular 
war  in  which  the  country  might  be  engaged  was,  after  all,  of 
no  kind  of  value,  because  whatever  was  the  war,  whatever 
were  the  circumstances,  I  should  have  taken  exactly  the  same 
course,  and  therefore  that  argument  upon  a  particular  war 
was  of  no  avail,  and  was  totally  unnecessary.  Now  I  beg 
leave  to  say  that  this  was  a  misrepresentation  which  no  person 
had  a  right  to  make. 

I  shall  not  trouble  you  more  than  a  moment  or  two  on  this 
point ;  but  permit  me  to  say  that  the  first  time  I  spoke  in  the 
House  of  Commons  on  the  subject  of  the  Russian  war,  was  on 
the  31st  of  March,  1854,  when  a  message  from  the  Crown 
came  down  announcing  that  the  calamity  of  war  was  about  to 
befall  the  country.  In  the  very  opening  of  my  speech  were 
these  short  sentences,  which,  if  you  will  allow  me,  I  will 
read  to  you.  I  said  :  —  f  I  shall  not  discuss  this  question 
on  the  abstract  principle  of  peace  at  all  price,  as  it  is  termed, 
which  is  held  by  a  small  minority  of  persons  in  this  country, 
founded  on  religious  opinions  which  are  not  generally  re¬ 
ceived  ;  but  I  shall  discuss  it  entirely  on  principles  that  are 
held  unanimously  by  the  Members  of  this  House.  When  we 
are  deliberating  on  the  question  of  war,  and  endeavouring  to 
prove  its  justice  or  necessity,  it  becomes  us  to  show  that  the 
interests  of  the  country  are  clearly  involved ;  that  the  objects 
for  which  the  war  is  about  to  be  undertaken  are  probable,  or, 
at  least,  possible  of  attainment,  and  that  the  end  proposed  to 
be  accomplished  is  worth  the  cost  and  the  sacrifices  which  we 
are  about  to  incur/  And  I  went  on  to  say  that  I  hoped  if  a 
noble  Lord,  who  was  then  a  Member  of  the  Government, 
rose  to  make  any  reply  to  my  observations,  he  would  not  run 
away  from  the  subject  before  the  House,  but  would  meet  me 
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fairly  as  having’  discussed  the  question  in  that  way.,  and  that 
way  only.  Well,  I  now  tell  you,  what  it  ought  not  to  be 
necessary  to  say,  that  from  that  time  until  the  time  when  I 
last  spoke  on  the  subject  of  the  Russian  war,  I  confined 
myself  entirely  to  those  points ;  my  facts,  my  arguments, 
and  my  case  were  drawn  from  the  despatches  and  Blue  Books 
which  the  Government  for  their  justification  laid  before  Par¬ 
liament  ;  and  therefore,  I  repeat,  it  was  not  open  to  any  one 
who  opposed  me  to  oppose  me  on  the  ground  that  my  opinion 
on  the  Russian  war  was  worth  nothing,  because  whatever 
might  have  been  the  cause  of  war,  I  should  have  held  exactly 
the  same  language. 

Now,  after  all  is  over  except  the  tax-gatherer,  and  the 
sorrows  of  those  who  have  lost  their  friends  in  the  war,  I  will 
just  in  one  sentence  say  that  I  am  still  unable  to  discover 
what  compensation  England  has  for  the  hundred  millions  of 
money  she  expended,  or  what  compensation  Europe  has  for 
the  three  hundred  millions  squandered  by  all  the  parties 
engaged  in  that  frightful  contest.  It  is  not  easy  to  say  how 
much ;  but  of  this  we  may  be  sure,  that  the  squandering  of 
300,000,000^.  sterling  by  the  nations  of  Europe  in  that 
struggle  has  had  a  great  influence  on  the  enhanced  price  of 
money  during  the  last  few  years,  and  greatly  aggravated  the 
pressure  of  the  panic  through  which  we  passed  twelve  months 
ago.  The  40,000  lives  which  we  lost  in  the  Russian  war  some 
persons  hold  cheap  ;  I  do  not.  I  think  that  the  grown  men 
of  Birmingham  from  eighteen  years  of  age  to  fifty  (and  there 
are,  probably,  not  more  than  40,000  of  them)  are  something 
worth  looking  at  by  the  statesman  and  the  Christian ;  and  I 
say  that  the  400,000  lives  which  were  lost  to  Europe  deserved 
to  be  considered  before  we  rushed  blindly  into  a  war  with 
Russia.  For  myself,  therefore,  all  I  wish  to  point  out  to  you 
is  this,  that  the  man  who  hesitates  before  he  squanders  so 
much  blood  and  so  much  treasure  has  at  least  a  right  to  be 
received  with  a  moderate  amount  of  tolerance  and  forbearance. 
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I  shall  say  no  more  now  on  this  subject,  for  I  intend  to  take 
an  early  opportunity  of  going  into  the  general  question  of 
foreign  policy  at  a  greater  length  than  would  he  proper  this 
evening. 

I  am  afraid  to  say  how  many  persons  I  now  see  before  me 
who  are  by  the  present  constitution  of  this  country  shut  out 
from  any  participation  in  political  power.  I  shall  take  this 
opportunity  of  discussing,  and,  as  far  as  I  am  able,  with 
brevity  and  distinctness,  what  I  think  we  ought  to  aim  at 
this  moment,  when  the  great  question  of  Parliamentary  Re¬ 
form  is  before  the  country.  I  think  we  may  fairly  say  that 
that  question  occupies  now  something  like  a  triumphant 
position,  and  at  the  same  time  a  position  of  great  peril — 
triumphant,  inasmuch  as  it  has  now  no  open  enemies — 
perilous,  inasmuch  as,  for  the  moment,  it  is  taken  up  by  those 
who,  up  to  this  hour,  have  been,  for  the  most  part,  the  un¬ 
compromising  opponents  of  Reform.  We  have  had  four 
Governments  pledged  to  Parliamentary  Reform  within  the 
last  lew  years.  Lord  J.  Russell,  as  Prime  Minister,  intro¬ 
duced  a  Reform  Bill,  and  afterwards,  in  the  Government  of 
Lord  Aberdeen,  Lord  J .  Russell  introduced  another  Reform 
Bill,  and  the  least  said  of  these  two  Bills,  especially  of  the 
latter,  the  better.  The  Government  which  has  recently  been 
overthrown  pledged  itself  to  the  country  and  the  House  of 
Commons  to  bring  in  a  Reform  Bill,  but  at  the  time  when  it 
came  to  an  unexpected,  but  a  not  undeserved  end,  no  Bill  had 
been  prepared,  so  that  we  knew  nothing  of  the  particulars 
of  which  it  was  to  be  composed.  We  have  now  a  Government 
under  the  chieftainship  of  Lord  Derby,  who,  during  his  short 
term  of  office  in  1852,  stated,  if  I  remember  right,  that  one 
of  the  chief  objects  of  his  Government  would  be  to  stem  the 
tide  of  democracy.  Now,  it  may  be  that  Lord  Derby  has 
entirely  changed  his  mind,  that  he  is  as  much  converted  to 
Parliamentary  Reform  as  Sir  R.  Peel,  in  1856,  was  con¬ 
verted  to  Corn-law  repeal.  If  he  is  so  converted,  then  our 
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question  may  be  in  good  hands,  but  if  he  is  not  (and  he  has 
never  yet  acknowledged  his  conversion),  then  I  think  it  is  but 
reasonable  of  us  to  view  his  course  with  some  suspicion,  and  to 
look  upon  the  position  of  the  question  in  his  hands  with  some 
alarm.  All  parties  now  pretend  to  be  in  love  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  Reform,  but  still  they  do  not  tell  us  much  about 
it.  They  remind  me,  in  the  few  speeches  which  they  have 
made  upon  the  question,  of  the  condition  of  that  deplorable 
Atlantic  cable,  of  which  I  read  the  other  day  in  the  news¬ 
papers,  that  f  the  currents  were  visible,  but  the  signals  were 
wholly  indistinct/ 

But  having  admitted  that  Parliamentary  Reform  is  neces¬ 
sary,  they  thereby  admit  that  the  present  House  of  Commons 
does  not  satisfactorily  represent  the  nation,  and  it  is  one  step 
in  advance  to  receive  that  admission  from  all  those  persons, 
from  among  whom  it  has  hitherto  been  supposed  that  Govern¬ 
ments  could  alone  be  formed  in  this  country.  Now,  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  Parliament,  as  at  present  constituted,  does 
fairly  represent  the  nation,  and  I  think  it  is  capable  of  most 
distinct  proof  that  it  does  not.  Before  I  proceed  to  figures, 
I  will  mention  one  or  two  general  proofs  of  that  assertion. 
In  the  year  1846,  when  the  great  question  of  the  repeal  of 
the  Corn-laws  was  under  discussion,  it  required  something 
like  an  earthquake  to  obtain  for  the  people  the  right  to  buy 
their  bread  in  the  world’s  markets;  it  required  a  famine  in 
Ireland,  which  from  1845  to  1851  lessened  the  population  of 
that  country  by  3,000,000 ;  it  required  the  conversion  of  a 
great  Minister,  the  break-up  of  a  great  party,  the  f  endangering 
of  the  Constitution/  and  all  those  mysterious  evils  which 
official  statesmen  discovered  when  the  poor  artisan  of  Bir¬ 
mingham  or  Manchester,  or  the  poor  half-starved  farm- 
labourer,  asked  this  only,  that  where  bread  could  be  had  best 
and  cheapest  in  return  for  his  labour,  he  might  be  permitted 
to  buy  it.  But  coming  down  to  1852,  when  Lord  Derby  was 
in  office,  he  dissolved  the  Parliament,  and  the  great  question 
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proposed  to  the  constituencies  was  Protection.  Parliament 
re-assembled,  and  Protection  and  Lord  Derby  were  defeated  by 
a  majority  of  nineteen ;  but  when  you  had  only  a  majority  of 
nineteen  in  the  House  of  Commons  against  the  re-establish¬ 
ment  of  Protection,  nineteen-twentieths  of  the  people  of 
England  were  determined  that  they  never  would  have  any¬ 
thing  of  the  sort  again. 

Take  again  the  questions  which  affect  the  Established 
Church.  Probably  many  persons  in  this  meeting  are  not 
aware  that,  according  to  the  return  of  the  Registrar- General, 
only  one-third  of  the  people  of  this  country  have  any  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Established  Church.  In  Scotland,  one-third 
only  of  the  population  are  connected  with  the  Establishment ; 
in  Ireland,  five  out  of  six,  in  Wales,  eight  out  of  ten,  have 
no  connection  at  all  with  it.  And  yet  the  Established 
Church  is  paramount  in  both  Houses.  If  the  House  of 
Commons  fairly  represented  all  the  people  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  the  Established  Church  (it  is  as  a  political  institu¬ 
tion  that  I  speak  of  it,  I  say  nothing  of  it  as  a  religious 
institution)  would  be  much  more  modest,  and  we  should 
probably  get  some  changes  much  more  readily  than  we  have 
ever  got  any  before. 

Again,  you  are  aware,  probably,  that  up  to  i  853,  if  a  man 
received  landed  property  by  inheritance,  if  it  were  left  to  him 
by  will,  or  came  to  him  as  heir-at-law,  it  paid  no  legacy-duty 
—  I  speak  of  freehold  property.  In  1853,  Mr.  Gladstone,  by 
an  effort  which  was  considered  superhuman,  prevailed  upon 
the  House  of  Commons  to  pass  a  law  to  impose  a  succession- 
tax,  as  it  was  called,  or  a  legacy-duty  on  real  property.  I 
will  tell  you  how  they  did  it.  You  know  that  if  a  man  in 
Birmingham  comes  into  possession  of  leasehold  houses,  or 
machinery,  or  shares  in  the  North-Western  Railway,  or 
shipping,  or  any  other  property  not  called  real  property — 
though,  by  the  way,  when  a  man  gets  hold  of  it,  it  is  sur¬ 
prising  how  real  he  finds  it— if  he  be  no  relation  to  the 
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person  ivho  left  it  to  him,  he  has  to  pay  a  legacy-duty  of  ten 
per  cent.,  and  a  different  degree  of  per-centage  according  to 
the  degree  of  relationship  in  which  he  may  stand  to  the 
testator.  In  the  case  of  land — the  best  of  all  property,  with 
regard  to  its  durability  and  certainty,  for  a  man  to  have  left 
to  him  or  to  possess — the  law  is  of  a  different  kind.  A  friend 
of  mine,  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Commons,  was  fortunate 
enough  to  have  left  to  him  by  a  person  who  was  in  no  way 
related  to  him  a  landed  estate  of  about  700 k  a-year.  This  was 
worth  in  the  market  thirty  years'’  purchase,  or  21,000k 
There  was  timber  on  the  estate  to  the  value  of  1 1 ,000k,  which, 
added  to  21,000k,  made  the  whole  bequest  32,000k  If  it 
had  been  leasehold  houses,  or  stock-in-trade,  or  machinery,  or 
shares,  or  shipping,  or  in  the  funds,  my  friend  would  have 
had  to  pay  10k  per  cent,  on  it,  that  is  to  say  3,200k  But 
what  did  he  pay  ?  The  calculation  was  this : — My  friend 
is  of  a  certain  age — I  do  not  know  what,  and  it  is  not 
material;  the  tax-gatherer  or  the  people  at  Somerset  House 
look  into  a  table,  which  shows  the  probable  length  of  life 
of  a  man  of  that  particular  age,  and  instead  of  paying 
1  ok  per  cent,  on  32,000k,  he  is  taxed  upon  the  annual  in¬ 
come  of  the  estate  multiplied  by  the  number  of  years  which 
according'  to  the  tables  he  may  be  expected  to  live.  It 
ended  in  this  way,  that  instead  of  paying  3,200k  to  the 
State,  to  bear  your  burdens  and  to  pay  for  your  wars,  he  paid 
700 k,  or  rather  less  than  one-quarter  of  that  sum.  Do  you 
think  that  if  the  House  of  Commons  fairly  represented  the 
lawyers,  merchants,  manufacturers,  shopkeepers,  artisans,  and 
all  the  rest  of  the  population,  such  an  Act  as  that  could  have 
passed  that  House,  or  that  if  it  had  existed  it  could  continue 
to  exist  for  a  single  session  ? 

I  could  show  you  inequalities  as  great  and  scandalous  in 
the  manner  in  which  the  income-tax,  so  grievously  felt  by 
owners  of  certain  property  in  Birmingham,  is  imposed  and 
presses  upon  the  owners  ol  the  soil  and  those  engaged  in 
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professions  and  trades  chiefly  carried  on  in  towns,  but  I  will 
not  enter  into  that  matter.  Your  own  experience  must  have 
shown  you  how  unequal  that  tax  is.  You  know  how  entirely 
every  Government  has  swept  aside  all  proposals  to  make  it 
more  equal  and  just. 

And  now  we  come  to  the  question  of  figures.  I  think  it  is 
very  easy  to  show  that  if  the  present  House  of  Commons 
represented  equitably  or  even  honestly  the  population  of  the 
country,  figures  would  be  of  no  avail  in  this  discussion;  but 
the  figures  prove  conclusively  that  such  is  not  the  case.  I  will 
not  trouble  you  with  a  heap  of  statistics  which  you  cannot 
remember,  but  will  give  you  as  a  proof  one  or  two  cases. 
Take  the  greatest  county  in  England.  Yorkshire  shows  you 
an  existing  inequality  which  is  absolutely  fatal  to  all  fair 
representation.  There  are  in  Yorkshire  io  small  borouadis 
which  return  to  Parliament  16  Members — there  are  other 
8  boroughs  in  Yorkshire  whose  Members  altogether  are  14. 
Now,  the  10  boroughs  returning  the  16  Members  have  not 
more  than  a  population  of  80,000,  while  the  8  boroughs  with 
the  14  Members  have  a  population  of  630,000.  Now,  whether 
you  take  the  amount  of  population,  the  number  of  houses, 
the  sum  at  which  they  are  rated  to  the  income-tax,  or  the 
number  of  electors,  the  proportion  is  in  the  same  way, — the 
large  boroughs  with  the  smaller  number  of  Members  have 
seven  times  the  population,  seven  times  the  number  of  houses, 
seven  times  the  amount  of  income-tax  to  pay,  and  seven 
times  the  number  of  electors.  I  must  ask  your  attention  to 
one  other  comparison,  and  it  relates  to  your  own  town.  The 
present  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  you  know,  represents 
the  county  of  Bucks.  That  county  has  a  population  of 
164,000,  which  is  not  much  more  than  half  the  population  of 
Birmingham,  and  yet,  Bucks  with  its  boroughs  has  not  less 
than  11  Members  in  the  House  of  Commons.  164,000  per¬ 
sons  in  Bucks  return  11  Members,  while  Birmingham,  with 
not-  less  than  350,000,  and  probably  much  more,  only  returns 
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2  Members.  I  will  give  you  another  illustration,  which  refers 
to  your  own  town.  In  Dorsetshire,  Devonshire,  and  Wiltshire 
there  are  22  boroughs,  which  return  34  Members  to  Parlia¬ 
ment.  Compare  the  population  and  political  power  of  those 
22  boroughs,  returning  34  Members  to  Parliament,  with  the 
population  and  political  power  of  Birmingham.  You  have 
nearly  twice  the  population,  but  you  have  only  2  Members  to 
represent  you  in  Parliament. 

I  could  furnish  you  with  pages  of  illustrations  of  this  kind 
to  show  you  that  our  whole  system  of  representation  is 
unequal  and  dishonest.  But  one  more  proof  only,  and  then 
I  will  quit  the  figures,  for  I  think  the  case  will  be  sufficiently 
clear.  There  are  in  the  House  of  Commons  at  present  330 
Members  (more  than  half  the  House)  whose  whole  number  of 
constituents  do  not  amount  to  more  than  180,000,  and  there 
are  at  the  same  time  in  Parliament  24  Members  whose  con¬ 
stituents  are  upwards  of  200,000  in  number,  and,  while  the 
constituents  of  330  Members  are  assessed  to  the  property-tax 
at  15,000,000/.,  the  constituents  of  the  24  Members  are 
assessed  to  the  same  tax  at  more  than  24 ,000,000 /.  There  is, 
besides,  this  great  significant  fact,  that  wherever  you  go  in 
Great  Britain  or  Ireland,  five  out  of  every  six  men  you  meet 
have  no  vote.  The  Reform  Bill,  which  I  am  not  about  to 
depreciate,  since  I  know  what  it  cost  to  get  it,  and  I  know 
something  of  what  it  has  done — was  so  drawn  as  purposely  to 
exclude  from  the  list  of  electors  the  great  body  of  the  working 
classes  of  this  kingdom.  But  supposing  that  out  of  the 
6,000,000  of  grown-up  men  in  the  United  Kingdom  1,000,000 
had  the  suffrage,  as  is  now  the  case,  and  supposing  that 
1,000,000  returned  the  House  of  Commons  by  a  fair  dis¬ 
tribution  of  Members  according  to  numbers,  there  would,  in 
all  probability,  be  a  fair  representation  of  the  opinions  of  the 
6,coo,ooo,  because  the  opinions  of  the  1,000,000  would  to 
a  considerable  extent  reflect  and  represent  the  opinions  of 
their  fellow-countrymen.  But  that  is  not  the  case.  The  law 
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has  selected  1,000,000  to  be  the  electors  of  Members  of 
Parliament,  but,  having  got  that  1,000,000,  it  has  contrived 
— partly  by  accident  it  may  be,  but  very  much  by  intention — 
that  the  political  power  of  the  majority  of  that  1,000,000 
is  frittered  away,  is  fraudulently  disposed  of  and  destroyed  by 
the  manner  in  which  Members  are  distributed  among  the 
1,000,000  electors  composing  the  electoral  body.  Now,  I  wish 
to  ask  this  meeting — and  let  us  try  to  take  a  judicial  and  dis¬ 
passionate  view  of  the  question  when  we  talk  of  Reform — What 
is  it  that  we  really  want  ?  I  hold  it  to  be  this — that  we  want 
to  substitute  a  real  and  honest  representation  of  the  people  for 
that  fraudulent  thing  which  we  call  a  representation  now. 

But  there  is  a  very  serious  question  to  be  decided  before  we 
can  almost  take  a  step.  When  you  are  about  to  reform  the 
House  of  Commons,  are  your  eyes  to  be  turned  to  the  House 
of  Peers,  or  to  the  great  body  of  the  nation?  The  House  of 
Peers,  as  you  know,  does  not  travel  very  fast — even  what  is 
called  a  Parliamentary  train  is  too  fast  for  its  nerves ;  in  fact, 
it  never  travels  at  all  unless  somebody  shoves  it.  If  any  man 
proposes  to  reform  the  House  of  Commons  just  so  much  as  and 
no  more  than  will  allow  it  to  keep  pace  with  the  wishes  of  the 
House  of  Lords,  I  would  ask  him  not  to  take  any  trouble  in 
the  matter,  but  just  to  leave  it  exactly  where  it  is.  If  you 
want  it  to  represent  the  na  tion,  then  it  is  another  question ; 
and,  having  come  to  that  conclusion,  if  we  have  come  to  it, 
there  is  no  great  mystery,  I  think,  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
it  can  be  brought  about.  The  question  between  the  Peers 
and  the  people  is  one  which  cannot  be  evaded.  It  is  the 
great  difficulty  in  the  way  of  our  friends  at  head-quarters 
who  aie  foi  Reform,  but  do  not  know  how  to  meet  it.  It 
was  the  difficulty  which  Lord  John  Russell  felt.  Lord  John 
Russell  I  believe  you  may  take  my  word  for  it — has  probably, 
from  association,  from  tradition,  from  his  own  reading  and 
study,  and  from  his  own  just  and  honest  sympathies,  a  more 
friendly  feeling  towards  this  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform 


1858. 


REFORM.  I. 


15 


than  any  other  man  of  his  order  as  a  statesman.  But, 
having  said  this,  I  must  also  say — what  he,  too,  would  say 
if  he  thought  it  prudent  to  tell  all  he  knew — that  this  is  the 
great  difficulty  with  him — How  can  I  reconcile  a  free  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  people  in  the  House  of  Commons  with  the 
inevitable  disposition  which  rests  in  a  hereditary  House  of 
Peers?  Now,  we  must  decide  this  question.  Choose  you 
this  day  whom  you  will  serve.  If  the  Peers  are  to  he  your 
masters,  as  they  boast  that  their  ancestors  were  the  conquerors 
of  yours,  serve  them.  But  if  you  will  serve  only  the  laws, 
the  laws  of  your  country,  the  laws  in  making  which  you  have 
been  consulted,  you  may  go  on  straight  to  discuss  this  great 
question  of  Parliamentary  Reform. 

I  am  not  going  to  attack  the  House  of  Lords.  Some 
people  tell  us  that  the  House  of  Lords  has  in  its  time  done 
great  things  for  freedom.  It  may  be  so,  though  I  have 
not  been  so  successful  in  finding  out  how  or  when  as  some 
people  have  been.  At  least  since  1690,  or  thereabouts,  when 
the  Peers  became  the  dominant  power  in  this  country,  I  am 
scarcely  able  to  discover  one  single  measure  important  to  human 
or  English  freedom  which  has  come  from  the  voluntary  con¬ 
sent  and  good-will  of  their  House.  And,  really,  how  should  it  ? 
You  know  what  a  Peer  is.  He  is  one  of  those  fortunate  indi¬ 
viduals  who  are  described  as  coming  into  the  world  1  with  a 
silver  spoon  in  their  mouths/  Or,  to  use  the  more  polished 
and  elaborate  phraseology  of  the  poet,  it  may  be  said  of 
him — 

‘  Fortune  came  smiling  to  his  youth  and  woo’d  it, 

And  purpled  greatness  met  his  ripened  years.’ 

When  he  is  a  boy,  among  his  brothers  and  sisters  he  is 
pre-eminent :  he  is  the  eldest  son ;  he  will  be  f  My  Lord  / 
this  fine  mansion,  this  beautiful  park,  these  countless  farms, 
this  vast  political  influence,  will  one  day  centre  on  this  inno¬ 
cent  boy.  The  servants  know  it,  and  pay  him  greater  defer¬ 
ence  on  account  of  it.  He  grows  up  and  goes  to  school  and 
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college ;  his  future  position  is  known ;  he  has  no  great  incite¬ 
ment  to  work  hard,  because  whatever  he  does  it  is  very 
difficult  for  him  to  improve  his  fortune  in  any  way.  When 
he  leaves  College  he  has  a  secure  position  ready-made  for 
him,  and  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  he  should  follow 
ardently  any  of  those  occupations  which  make  men  great 
among  their  fellow-men.  He  takes  his  seat  in  the  House  of 
Peers;  whatever  be  his  character,  whatever  his  intellect, 
whatever  his  previous  life,  whether  he  be  in  England  or  ten 
thousand  miles  away,  be  he  tottering  down  the  steep  of  age, 
or  be  he  passing  through  the  imbecility  of  second  childhood, 
yet  by  means  of  that  charming  contrivance — made  only  for 
Peers — vote  by  proxy,  he  gives  his  vote  for  or  against,  and, 
unfortunately,  too  often  against,  all  those  great  measures  on 
which  you  and  the  country  have  set  your  hearts.  There  is 
another  kind  of  Peer  which  I  am  afraid  to  touch  upon — that 
creature  of — what  shall  I  say  ? — of  monstrous,  nay,  even  of 
adulterous  birth — the  spiritual  Peer.  I  assure  you  with  the 
utmost  frankness  and  sincerity  that  it  is  not  in  the  nature  of 
things  that  men  in  these  positions  should  become  willing 
fountains  from  which  can  flow  great  things  for  the  freedom 
of  any  country.  We  are  always  told  that  the  Peers  are 
necessary  as  a  check.  If  that  is  so,  I  must  say  they  answer 
their  purpose  admirably. 

Put  when  we  come  to  consider  the  question  of  a  reform  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  which  the  Constitution  does  not 
recognise  as  the  House  of  Commons  belonging  to  the  Peers, 
but  to  the  nation,  we  will  allow  the  House  of  Peers  to  go  for 
awhile  into  something  like  obscurity,  and  discuss  it  as  if  our 
sole  object  were  to  make  it  what  the  Constitution  supposes  it 
to  be — a  complete  representation  of  the  people  in  Parliament. 
With  regard  to  the  question  of  the  Suffrage,  which  is  one  of 
the  chief  points  on  which  I  should  insist,  I  have  no  doubt 
there  are  persons  who,  on  reading  my  speech,  will  say,  f  Sub¬ 
versive  doctrine,  violent  language  this.  The  change  which 
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you  propose  would  endanger  many  things  which  we  highly 
value/  Now,  I  heg  to  assure  all  those  timid  people  that  I  do 
not  wish  to  endanger  or  to  move  any  of  the  ancient  landmarks 
of  our  Constitution.  I  do  not  want  to  disturb  this  question 
of  the  franchise  beyond  what  has  been  already  sanctioned  by 
Parliament  and  the  country.  I  do  not  want  to  introduce  any 
new  principle  or  theoretical  opinion  which  it  may  be  found 
difficult  to  adopt.  There  are  many  men  probably  among  those 
whom  I  see  before  me  who  are  of  opinion  that  every  man  should 
have  a  vote.  They  are  for  what  is  called  ‘  universal  suffrage/  or 
f  manhood  suffrage’ — something  which  means  that  every  man 
of  twenty-one  years  of  age  who  has  not  forfeited  his  right  by 
any  misconduct,  should  have  a  vote.  Let  me  say  that,  per¬ 
sonally,  I  have  not  the  smallest  objection  to  the  widest 
possible  suffrage  that  the  ingenuity  of  man  can  devise.  At 
the  same  time,  if  I  were  now  a  member  of  a  Government, 
and  bad  to  arrange  a  Reform  Bill  for  next  session,  I  should 
not  act  upon  that  principle.  I  will  tell  you  upon  what 
principle  I  would  act.  I  find  in  the  country  great  diversities 
of  opinion.  There  are  the  Peers,  of  whom  I  have  already 
spoken.  They  are  citizens  with  ourselves,  and  have  therefore 
a  riffht  to  be  considered.  There  are  the  rich  and  influential 
classes,  who,  as  wealthy  men  are  generally  found  to  be,  are 
a  little  timid  of  the  great  bulk  of  the  people  who  have  not 
many  riches.  There  are  thousands — scores  of  thousands — 
who  imagine  that  they  could  not  sleep  safely  in  their  beds  if 
every  man  had  a  vote.  We  are  surprised  that  children  some¬ 
times  cannot  sleep  in  the  dark — that  they  fancy  something 
dreadful  will  happen  to  them,  and  there  are  actually  rich 
people  in  this  country  who  believe  that  if  every  man  had  a 
vote  it  would  give  him  a  weapon  wherewith  to  attack  their 
property.  There  being  all  these  diversities  of  opinion,  it 
clearly  is  the  duty  of  Government,  and  of  Parliament  too,  to 
frame  a  measure  which  shall  fairly  represent  what  may  be 
called  the  Reform  opinion  of  the  whole  country.  What  have 
VOL.  II.  0 
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we  at  present  in  tlie  way  of  franchises?  We  have  the  parish 
franchise.  For  generations,  for  ages  past,  there  has  been  an 
extensive  franchise  in  all  our  parishes.  We  have  poor-law 
unions  which  have  worked,  on  the  whole,  satisfactorily  to  the 
country.  We  have  a  franchise  in  our  poor-law  unions.  We 
have  a  corporation  franchise,  and  that  franchise  may  be  said 
to  have  worked  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  country.  I  will  ask 
any  man  here  whether  he  believes  that  in  all  the  parishes,  all 
the  poor-law  unions,  and  all  the  corporations,  men  have  not 
conducted  themselves  with  great  propriety,  and  managed  the 
affairs  of  their  parishes,  unions,  and  corporations  satisfactorily? 
And  I  should  like  to  ask  him  whether  he  would  object  to  have 
the  same  franchise  conferred  upon  them  for  the  election  of 
Members  to  the  House  of  Commons.  There  is  one  great  point 
gained  in  such  a  franchise — your  registration  would  he  easy 
and  inexpensive.  There  is  another  point — that  whatever  its 
omissions,  whatever  its  exclusions,  they  would  not  he  directed 
against  any  one  particular  class.  It  would  admit  the  working 
people  to  electoral  power  just  as  fully  as  it  would  admit  the 
middle,  or  what  may  be  called  the  higher  and  richer  classes. 
Therefore,  as  regards  class  and  class,  it  would  remove  a  great 
defect  of  the  Reform  Bill,  and  would  give  a  suffrage  so  wide 
that  I  believe  no  one  would  suppose  it  did  not  afford  a  fair 
representation  of  all  classes.  I  do  not  want  anybody  for  a 
moment  to  suppose  that  this  particular  franchise  is  better 
than  manhood  suffrage.  I  am  only  speaking  of  what 
Government  might  do,  of  what  it  ought  to  do,  and  of 
what  it  might  do,  moreover,  in  accordance  with  the  vast 
majority  of  opinion  which  exists  in  this  country  on  this 
question. 

With  regard  to  the  counties  I  shall  say  little.  I  know  no 
good  reason  why  the  franchise  should  not  be  as  extensive 
there  as  in  the  boroughs ;  but  there  appears  to  be  a  general 
understanding  that  the  next  step  in  counties  shall  he  one 
short  of  that.  But  I  think  it  is  of  great  importance  that 
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the  40s.  franchise  should  be  extended  to  all  parts  of  the 
United  Kingdom  as  fully  as  it  is  to  the  people  of  England 
and  Wales. 

I  now  come  to  the  question  which  I  believe  all  persons  who 
have  studied  the  matter  will  readily  agree  is  one  of  great 
importance  to  the  country — how  your  Members  shall  be 
allotted  to  the  various  constituent  bodies.  I  will  ask  you 
this  simple  question.  What  is  the  obvious  rule  which 
would  recommend  itself  to  every  man  when  first  about  to 
arrange  this  allotment?  Would  he  not  argue  in  this 
way?  The  law  has  given  certain  persons  the  right  of 
voting,  and  it  presumes  that  every  person  who  has  that 
right  is  capable  of  deciding  how  he  shall  vote.  Every 
elector,  therefore,  is  of  the  same  importance  in  the  eye  of 
the  law,  and  why  then  should  not  every  elector  vote  for  the 
same  portion  of  the  whole  Parliament  ?  I  shall  be  told  that 
I  am  not  to  go  to  the  United  States  for  an  illustration  of  this. 
I  will  not.  I  will  go  a  little  nearer  home.  Take  the  king¬ 
dom  of  Sardinia.  I  was  in  Turin  last  year,  and  I  made 
inquiries  as  to  the  mode  of  election  and  the  distribution  of 
Members  there :  and  I  found  that  Genoa,  with  a  population 
of  140,000,  returned  seven  Members  to  the  Sardinian  Par¬ 
liament.  Sardinia  is  not  a  Kepublic,  it  is  a  limited  Monarchy 
like  our  own.  Let  us  go  to  the  colonies  of  Australia.  Take 
New  South  Wales.  The  capital — Sydney — returns  eight 
Members  to  the  New  South  Wales  Parliament.  In  Victoria, 
the  city  of  Melbourne  returns  thirteen  Members  to  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  by  the  Bill  now  introduced  by  the  Ministry  of 
that  colony,  the  number  thirteen  is  about  to  be  increased  to 
eighteen.  I  believe  that  in  Belgium  and  in  Canada,  both 
countries  under  a  limited  Monarchy,  the  same  rule  applies, 
and  we  know  that  throughout  the  whole  of  the  United  States, 
the  number  of  Members  is  allotted  according  to  the  popu¬ 
lation,  and  that  once  in  every  ten  years  this  scale  is  re¬ 
arranged  ;  in  fact,  it  works  itself. 
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I  do  not  for  a  moment  argue  that  it  is  necessary  that  we 
should  get  an  actuary  to  apportion  the  number  of  Members 
exactly  according  to  his  calculations  of  the  number  of  the 
population,  but  we  have  a  fair  right  to  an  honest  approxima¬ 
tion,  and  without  it  there  can  be  no  fair  representation  of  the 
people.  Look  at  London,  putting  aside  the  City.  If  you  were 
to  divide  the  six  boroughs  of  which  the  metropolis  is  made 
up,  you  would  still  have  1 2  boroughs  with  300,000  population 
each  (larger  than  the  population  of  Birmingham),  and  con¬ 
stituencies  of  10,000.  Divide  them  again,  and  you  would  have 
24  boroughs,  each  of  [50,000  population,  with  5000  electors; 
and  when  the  franchise  is  extended,  the  number  will  he  still 
greater.  I  say  that  the  metropolitan  boroughs  and  all  large 
boroughs  ought  to  be  divided,  or  subdivided ;  they  ought  to 
have  double,  or  treble,  or  quadruple  their  present  number  of 
Members.  What  a  miserable  delusion  it  is  that  this  great 
capital  of  your  midland  industry,  with  its  250,000  or  300,000 
inhabitants,  sends  only  two  Members  to  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  !  But  if  every  man  I  see  here  before  me  had  a  vote,  or 
if  every  man  outside  had  a  vote,  how  will  he  be  better  off  if  he 
sends  only  two  Members  to  the  House  of  Commons,  while 
some  boroughs  of  10,000  inhabitants,  equal  to  one  of  the  small 
corners  of  your  city,  have  a  right  to  return  the  same  number  ? 
The  whole  thing,  as  at  present  arranged,  is  a  disgraceful 
fraud.  It  ought  to  be  put  an  end  to,  and,  if  it  is  not  put  an 
end  to,  your  representation  will  remain  for  the  future  very 
little  better  than  a  farce. 

If  you  look  at  the  county  seats  you  will  find  that  the  object 
of  the  present  Government,  and,  in  fact,  of  any  Government 
in  which  the  aristocracy  has  so  great  a  power,  and  where 
landowners  are  so  predominant,  must  be  to  greatly  increase  the 
number  of  Members  for  counties  in  the  distribution  of  seats. 
The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  is  a  very  ingenious  gentleman. 
At  this  very  moment  in  all  probability  he  has  got  before 
him  rows  of  figures  which  he  hopes  may  enable  him  to  prove 
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that  the  proper  way  of  reforming-  Parliament  is  to  increase 
the  number  of  landed  gentry  in  the  House  of  Commons.  I 
recollect,  on  one  occasion,  that  he  referred  to  the  county  of 
Chester,  and  showed  that  there  were  three  boroughs  in  that 
county  which  returned  six  Members,  while  the  two  divisions 
of  the  county  only  returned  four,  and  that  the  four  Members 
represented  far  more  electors  and  population  than  the  six 
Members  of  the  towns.  Now,  it  will  be  unfortunate  for  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  if  he  ventures  upon  the  ground 
of  arithmetic  in  connection  with  this  question.  We  are  for 
arithmetic  in  connection  with  Reform,  and  if  he  proposes  to 
deal  with  it  in  that  way,  we  have  no  objection  to  carry  out 
the  principle  fully. 

But  now  let  me  turn  your  attention  once  more  to  the 
House  of  Peers.  You  know  that  the  House  of  Peers  is  a  body 
composed  entirely  of  landowners,  with  the  exception  of  a  few 
lawyers  and  a  few  successful  soldiers.  Have  you  ever  been 
to  the  botanical  gardens  in  some  of  our  towns,  where  a  board 
is  put  up  with  the  words,  ‘'No  dogs  admitted  here’?  There 
is  a  similar  board  at  the  door  of  the  House  of  Peers,  though 
you  cannot  see  it  with  the  outward  eye,  and  it  says,  ‘No 
traders  admitted  here/  The  House  of  Peers  is  a  house  for 
the  great  proprietors  of  the  soil.  The  county  of  Chester,  to 
which  Mr.  Disraeli  referred,  is  very  strongly  represented  in 
the  House  of  Lords.  There  are  the  Marquis  of  Westminster, 
Lord  Combermere,  Lord  Stanley  of  Alderley,  and,  no  doubt, 
another  peer  or  two,  if  our  acquaintance  with  them  was  only 
a  little  more  extensive.  Take  Lancashire.  We  have  the  Earl 
of  Burlington,  now  the  Duke  of  Devonshire,  the  Earl  of 
Derby,  the  Earl  of  Sefton,  and  the  Earl  of  Wilton.  They 
come  up  from  their  great  landed  properties  in  Lancashire,  and 
sit  in  the  House  of  Lords.  Let  us  come  to  your  own  county. 
You  have  the  Earl  of  Warwick,  Lord  Leigh,  Lord  Craven  I 
think,  Lord  Calthorpe,  and  one  or  two  others,  for  in  a  county 
so  charming  as  this,  there  are  sure  to  be  many  estates  and 
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mansions  belonging1  to  the  aristocracy  of  England.  The  time 
was  when  both  Houses  of  Parliament  sat  together.  They 
meet  together  now,  hut  in  different  chambers,  under  the  same 
roof,  and  no  law  can  pass,  not  the  smallest  modicum  of  free¬ 
dom  or  of  justice  come  to  you,  until  it  has  gone  through  the 
very  fine  meshes  of  the  net  of  the  House  of  Lords.  Well, 
then,  I  say  that  if  the  landed  proprietors  of  England  insist 
upon  a  great  addition  to  their  power  in  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  the  inhabitants  of  the  towns  and  the  traders  of  the 
country  will  be  obliged  to  ask,  ‘How  is  it  that  we  have  not 
our  share  of  power  in  the  House  of  Lords  T 

Only  one  word  more  on  the  question  of  distribution  of 
Members.  Whenever  a  Reform  Bill  is  brought  into  the 
House  of  Commons  by  any  Government,  be  as  watchful  and 
exacting  as  you  like  on  the  subject  of  the  franchise,  but 
never,  I  beg,  take  your  eye  for  one  moment  from  the  question 
of  the  distribution  of  the  Members,  for  in  it  lies  the  great 
subject  of  dispute,  and  unless  you  guard  your  rights  you  will 
have  to  fight  your  battle  over  again,  and  to  begin  it  the  verv 
day  after  the  next  Bill  has  passed. 

There  is  one  other  point  to  which  I  must  refer,  and  it  is 
one  upon  which  I  presume  I  shall  have  the  cordial  assent  of 
this  meeting.  I  believe  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  great  body  of 
the  Reformers  of  the  United  Kingdom,  that  any  Reform  Bill 
which  pretends  to  be  generally  satisfactory  to  Reformers 
must  concede  the  shelter  and  protection  of  the  ballot.  I  shall 
not  discuss  that  question  or  argue  now  in  its  favour.  I  am 
quite  sure  that  in  the  minds  of  the  electors  of  England  it  has 
long  been  decided,  and  it  has  also  been  decided  in  the  House 
of  Commons.  Those  who  are  for  the  ballot  are  for  it  mainly 
because  they  wish  free  elections.  Those  who  are  opposed  to  it, 
are  opposed  to  it  chiefly  because  they  believe  it  would  liberate 
the  great  body  of  the  constituencies  from  the  control  and 
influence  of  the  rich.  The  Times  newspaper  and  others,  but 
particularly  the  Times,  in  discussing  this  question,  treat  it  as 
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if  it  were  a  question  to  be  despised,  and  tell  us  that  it  is  mean 
and  unmanly  to  ask  that  men  should  go  to  the  poll  and  give 
their  votes  in  secret.  The  very  man  who  writes  thus  in  the 
Times,  writes  his  article  in  secret,  and  publishes  it  in  secret, 
and  if  any  person  says  that  he  ought  to  affix  his  name  to  it — 
which,  mind,  I  do  not  say  at  all— what  is  his  answer  ?  He 
replies,  ‘  I  am  performing  a  great  public  duty ;  I  am  obliged, 
in  the  discharge  of  that  duty,  to  comment  with  great  severity 
upon  Ministers  and  public  men,  and  to  expose  abuses,  and  in 
doing  this  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  have  the  shelter  of 
anonymous  writing/  "Well,  I  do  not  dispute  that,  but  if  it  is 
wise  and  just  for  a  writer  in  the  Times  to  have  that  shelter  in 
the  performance  of  a  public  duty,  I  say  it  is  especially  wise 
and  just  that  the  humble  elector  in  every  county  and  every 
borough  should  have  from  the  law,  if  the  law  can  give  it,  an 
equal  protection  in  the  exercise  of  his  franchise.  I  believe 
that  when  the  franchise  is  thus  extended,  when  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  Members  to  the  constituencies  approximates  to  a  just 
arrangement,  and  when  you  have  the  protection  of  the  ballot, 
you  will  have  that  kind  of  representation  in  the  House  of 
Commons  which  will  give  to  every  man  who  sits  there  a  real 
constituency,  and  will  fix  him  with  a  real  responsibility. 

I  believe  there  is  no  country  in  the  world  that  pretends  to 
regular  government  where  there  is  less  of  real  responsibility 
among  high  officials  than  there  is  in  England.  There  is  one 
case  which  I  cannot  resist  the  temptation  of  citing  as  an 
illustration  of  what  I  mean.  During  the  Russian  war,  there 
were  two  points  on  which  the  interest  of  Europe  was  centered ; 
one  was  Sebastopol,  the  other  the  city  of  Kars.  I  hope  we 
have  not  forgotten  all  the  geography  we  learnt  during  those 
calamitous  times,  for  I  believe  it  is  the  only  really  valuable 
thing  we  got  by  the  war.  You  recollect  that  the  city  of  Kars 
was  besieged  by  the  Russians,  and  that  it  was  defended  by 
Turkish  troops,  assisted  and  commanded,  I  think,  by  an 
Englishman — Colonel  Williams.  You  have  heard,  and  I  am 
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not  at  all  prepared  to  dispute  it,  that  Colonel  Williams  be¬ 
haved,  I  do  not  say  with  great  bravery ,  for  that  is  common 
to  almost  all  Englishmen — and;  indeed;  to  the  majority  of 
men  everywhere— but  with  great  sagacity  and  prudence;  and 
showed  the  qualities  of  a  commander.  Eventually  he  was 
obliged  to  capitulate;  and  those  who  capitulated  were  treated 
in  the  most  honourable  manner  by  the  Russians;  who  obtained 
possession  of  the  town.  At  that  time  a  nobleman  of  veiy 
high  rank — no  less  a  personage  than  Lord  Stratford  de  Red- 
cliffe — was  Ambassador  from  the  Queen  of  England  at  the 
city  of  the  Sultan.  He  had  been  there  for  nearly  twenty 
years.  During  the  siege  of  Kars  Colonel  Williams  wrote  and 
forwarded  to  Lord  Stratford  at  Constantinople  more  than 
sixty  letters  or  despatches  with  reference  to  his  position, 
stating  how  they  were  worn  out  with  sorties  and  the  attacks 
of  the  enemy ;  how  long  their  provisions  and  ammunition 
might  last,  and  urging  him  to  take  any  steps  which  might 
be  possible  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  diversion  in  his 
favour,  or  ol  sending  relief.  All  that  was  proper  for  Colonel 
Williams  to  write  and  communicate  to  the  Ambassador  of  the 
Queen  at  Constantinople,  he  did  write  and  communicate  j  but 
do  you  recollect  the  striking  fact  that  Lord  Stratford  de 
Redcliffe  did  not  reply  to — did  not  acknowledge  or  take  the 
smallest  notice  of —  any  one  of  these  sixty  or  seventy  de¬ 
spatches  ?  He  treated  them  as  waste  paper.  He  had  been 
years  at  Constantinople,  quarrelling  with  every  European 
minister  there,  and  bullying  the  ministers  of  the  Sultan ;  but 
when  his  own  countrymen  and  their  allies  were  shut  up  in 
the  fortified  town  of  Kars,  besieged  by  a  powerful  and  over¬ 
whelming  force,  driven  at  length  to  starvation,  and  finally  to 
capitulation,  this  great  official  treated  the  whole  thing  as 
utterly  beneath  his  notice.  Subsequently,  Colonel  Williams 
came  to  England  and  was  made  a  baronet ;  Parliament  passed 
an  Act  granting  him  a  pension  of  ioocA  a-year,  and  the 
Marquis  of  Lansdowne,  one  of  the  Cabinet  Ministers  of  the 
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day,  brought  him  into  the  House  of  Commons  for  his  pocket 
borough  of  Caine,  in  Wiltshire.  Colonel  Williams  has  never 
opened  his  mouth  in  public  in  England  on  the  subject  of  his 
treatment  by  Lord  Stratford  de  Redcliffe ;  while  that  noble¬ 
man,  who  had  been  guilty  of  this  great  neglect— I  say  this 
enormous  crime — has  since  taken  his  seat  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  has  become  a  great  authority,  and  has  now  been  sent  by 
the  Government  on  a  special  mission  to  Constantinople. 

I  need  not  tell  you  that  I  was  not  in  favour  of  any  of  that 
Eastern  policy,  but  I  presume  Lord  Stratford  was;  he  was 
one  of  the  great  authors  of  it,  and  I  say  that  any  man  who 
takes  office  from  his  sovereign  and  his  country  as  he  took  it, 
with  a  salary  of  1 0,000/.  a-year,  and  expenses  of  almost  an 
equal  amount,  for  the  Embassy  at  Constantinople,  is  guilty  of 
a  scandalous  abandonment  of  the  duty  he  owes  to  the  Queen 
and  to  the  country  if  he  pays  no  attention  to  such  letters  as 
those  which  Lord  Stratford  received  from  an  officer  of  the 
Queen  shut  up  with  our  allies  in  ICars.  If  Lord  Stratford  had 
been  a  Russian  noble  and  had  so  behaved,  before  taking  his 
seat  in  the  House  of  Peers  and  going  on  a  special  mission  to 
Constantinople,  he  would  have  had  the  advantage  of  being  sent 
on  a  special  mission  to  Siberia ;  while  if  he  had  been  an  Am¬ 
bassador  of  the  United  States  of  America  but  I  cannot  follow 
out  the  illustration,  because  in  the  United  States  there  is  no 
family  influence,  there  is  no  power  such  as  that  wielded  by  our 
great  territorial  potentates  :  there  is  nothing  in  that  country 
to  shield  an  officer  of  the  State  from  public  reprobation,  and 
therefore  I  am  quite  certain  that  no  person  deputed  from  the 
United  States  could  by  any  possibility  be  guilty  of  the  aban¬ 
donment  of  duty  which  was  manifested  by  Lord  Stratford  de 
Redcliffe.  Whenever  you  get  a  House  of  Commons  that 
fairly  represents  the  nation,  with  a  Cabinet  that  fairly  repre¬ 
sents  the  House  of  Commons— if  there  be  any  other  Lord 
Stratford  I  would  not  like  to  predict  precisely  what  will  befall 
him ;  but  I  believe  that  such  a  man,  with  such  a  temper— for 
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it  was  a  question  of  temper — will  not  receive  under  such 
circumstances  high  and  continuous  employment  from  the 
Government  of  this  country.  I  say  we  have  a  right,  be  it  in 
peace,  be  it  in  war,  when  we  employ  men  in  the  service  of  the 
Crown  and  of  the  State,  and  pay  them  for  their  labour,  to  all 
their  energies  and  to  all  their  devotion 1 . 

This  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform,  then,  is  a  great  and 
serious  question.  I  want  to  give  a  word  of  warning  to  those 
persons  who  are  now  engaged,  if  there  be  any  engaged,  in 
constructing  a  Reform  Bill  for  the  nest  session.  Let  them 
not  bring  in  a  delusive  and  sham  measure.  Universal 
suffrage,  equal  distribution,  vote  by  ballot  —  any  of  these 
points  may  or  may  not  be  perilous ;  but  if  there  be  one  thing 
more  distinctly  perilous  than  another  to  the  ruling  classes  in 
this  country,  it  is  that  now,  when  they  are  committed  to  at 
least  a  temporary  (I  wish  it  were  a  permanent)  settlement  of 
this  great  question,  they  should  bring  forward  and  pass  a 
Bill  which,  while  it  pretends  to  offer  you  something  great  in 
the  way  of  constitutional  freedom,  is  found  immediately  after 
it  has  passed  to  be  nothing  but  a  delusion  and  a  sham.  It 
will  disappoint  everybody;  it  will  exasperate  all  the  Re¬ 
formers;  it  will  render  a  feeling,  which  is  now  not  bitter, 
both  bitter  and  malignant,  and  within  twelve  months  after 
the  Bill  has  passed,  and  the  cheat  is  discovered,  we  shall  be 
entered  in  all  probability  upon  another  agitation,  but  an 
agitation  of  a  very  different  character  from  any  we  have  yet 
seen.  Let  us  have  a  real  Bill,  a  good  Bill,  or  no  Bill  at  all. 

The  question  at  this  moment  is  in  the  hands  of  the  enemy. 
We  stand  the  risk  of  having  brought  before  us  what  I  will 
describe  as  f  a  country  gentlemen's  Reform  Bill.'  The  country 

1  Mr.  Bright  discovered  that  he  was  in  error  in  describing  Colonel  Williams’s 
letters  as  having  been  written  during  the  siege  of  Kars.  They  were  written 
before  the  siege  began,  and  during  Colonel  Williams’s  preparations  to  resist  the 
progress  of  the  Russians  in  Asia.  The  facts  are  not  literally  exact,  but  the 
charge  against  Lord  Stratford  loses  none  of  its  gravity  when  the  correction  is 
made. 
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gentlemen  have  not  been  notorious  for  tlieir  sympathies  in 
favour  of  Reform.  We  have  always  been  carrying  on,  for  the 
last  thirty  years  and  more,  a  steady  and  perpetual  war  against 
the  predominance  and  the  power  of  the  country  gentlemen  in 
Parliament.  If  we  look  at  their  past  policy  we  shall  not  have 
much  confidence  in  tlieir  proposed  measure.  Their  wars, 
their  debts,  their  taxes,  placed  upon  the  bulk  of  the  people, 
their  stout  opposition  to  the  Reform  Bill  of  1833  all  this 
leads  us  greatly  to  suspect  them ;  and  I  confess  for  my  own 
part  I  wish  the  question  of  Reform  were  in  the  hands  of 
Reformers— in  the  hands  of  men  of  whose  sympathies  with 
respect  to  it  we  could  not  have,  from  their  past  lives,  the 
shadow  of  a  doubt.  I  have  great  fears  that  until  you  have  a 
Ministry  in  which  there  are  men  who  are  really  in  favour  of 
Reform,  and  of  an  honest  Reform,  you  are  not  likely  to  get 
any  such  measure  as  the  most  moderate  among  us  ought  to 
be  in  the  least  satisfied  with. 

I  must  warn  you  against  one  phrase  which  I  find  our 
friends  (we  cannot  now  call  any  of  them  our  opponents),  the 
bewildered  Reformers,  are  beginning  to  use.  They  say  we 
must  not  on  any  account  ‘Americanize’  our  institutions. 
Now,  I  know  only  one  institution  in  America  of  which  the 
Americans  need  to  be  very  greatly  ashamed ;  and  that  insti¬ 
tution  was  established  under  the  monarchy,  although  unfoi- 
tunately  it  has  lived  and  flourished  under  the  republic.  They 
tell  us  in  America  numbers  overwhelm  property  and  educa¬ 
tion.  Well,  but  numbers  have  not  overwhelmed  property 
and  education  in  England,  and  yet  look  at  legislation  in 
England.  Look  at  our  wars,  look  at  our  debt,  look  at 
our  taxes,  look  at  this  great  fact— that  every  improvement 
of  the  last  forty  years  has  been  an  improvement  which 
numbers,  and  numbers  only,  have  wrested  from  the  pro¬ 
perty,  and  what  they  call  the  education  of  the  country.  Our 
education  is  fairly  represented  by  our  Universities,  but  I 
say  now,  as  I  have  said  before,  that  if  the  Legislature  of 
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England,  if  the  Parliament  of  England,  had  been  guided  for 
thirty  years  past  according  to  the  counsels  of  the  representa¬ 
tives  from  the  Universities,  England,  instead  of  being  a 
country  of  law  and  of  order,  would  have  been  long  before  this 
a  country  of  anarchy  and  of  revolution.  America  is  a  strange 
bugbear.  There  are  thirty-two  at  least,  if  not  thirty-three, 
independent  and  sovereign  States  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  Now,  I  am  not  one  of  those  who  believe  that  you 
cannot  be  free  and  happy  under  a  monarchy  such  as  ours. 
I  am  not  proposing — I  am  the  last  person  to  propose — that 
the  institutions  of  this  country  should  be  modelled  upon  the 
plan  of  some  other  country,  because  it  is  the  plan  of  some 
other  country ;  but  I  say,  that  if  we  are  at  liberty  to  draw 
science,  products  for  our  manufactures,  and  literature  from 
every  country  in  the  world,  why  should  we  not,  if  we  see 
anything  good  in  the  politics  of  another  country,  be  equally  at 
liberty  to  take  a  lesson  in  that  respect  also  ? 

Speaking  generally,  in  all  the  sovereign  and  independent 
States  of  America  there  is  a  franchise  as  wide  as  that  which  I 
have  proposed  to-night ;  there  is  an  exact  and  equal  allotment 
of  members  to  the  electors ;  and  there  is,  throughout  most  of 
the  States,  the  protection  of  the  ballot.  Yet  in  America  we 
find  law,  order,  property  secure,  and  a  population  in  the 
enjoyment  of  physical  comforts  and  abundance,  such  as  are  not 
known  to  the  great  body  of  the  people  in  this  country,  and 
which  never  have  been  known  in  any  country  in  any  age  of 
the  world  before.  Will  any  man  dare  to  tell  me,  in  the  pre¬ 
sence  of  this  audience,  that  the  English  nation  in  England 
is  a  worse  nation  than  the  English  nation  in  America  ?  Are 
we  less  educated,  are  we  less  industrious,  are  we  less  moral, 
aie  we  less  subject  to  the  law,  are  we  less  disposed  to  submit 
to  all  the  just  requirements  of  the  Government  ?  If  we  are 
so,  and  if  the  English  nation  in  America  excels  us  in  all  these 
particulars,  does  it  not  look  very  likely  that  the  institutions 
in  England  are  not  as  good  in  the  training  and  rearing  of 
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a  nation  as  the  institutions  in  the  United  States?  I  do 
not  say  that;  but  those  persons  who  say  that  the  franchise,, 
the  distribution,  and  the  ballot,  which  operate  so  well  in 
America,  would  be  perilous  in  England,  do  what  I  will  not 
do — they  libel  the  people  of  this  country,  and  they  libel  our 
institutions. 

Now,  I  have  a  suggestion  to  make,  which  I  hope  somebody 
will  act  upon.  The  Reformers  now  are  more  numerous  than 
ever  they  were  before.  Why  should  they  not,  by  some 
arrangement,  have  their  own  Reform  Bill ;  have  it  introduced 
into  Parliament,  and  supported  with  all  the  strength  of  this 
great  national  party ;  and  if  it  be  a  Bill  sensibly  better  than 
the  Bill  that  is  being  prepared  for  us  in  Downing  Street, 
why  should  we  not,  with  all  the  unanimity  of  which  we  are 
capable,  by  public  meetings,  by  petitions,  and,  when  the 
proper  time  comes,  by  presenting  ourselves  at  the  polling- 
booths,  do  everything  in  our  power  to  pass  that  measure  into 
law  'i  I  say  that  we  are  great  in  numbers ;  that,  united,  we 
are  great  in  strength ;  that  we  are  invincible  in  the  solidity 
of  our  arguments ;  that  we  are  altogether  unassailable  in  the 
justice  of  our  cause.  Shall  we  then,  I  ask  you,  even  for  a 
moment,  be  hopeless  of  our  great  cause  ?  I  feel  almost 
ashamed  even  to  argue  it  to  such  a  meeting  as  this.  I  call  to 
mind  where  I  am,  and  who  are  those  whom  I  see  before  me. 
Am  I  not  in  the  town  of  Birmingham — England^  central 
capital;  and  do  not  these  eyes  look  upon  the  sons  of  those 
who,  not  thirty  years  ago,  shook  the  fabric  of  privilege  to  its 
base  ?  Not  a  few  of  the  strong  men  of  that  time  are  now  white 
with  age.  They  approach  the  confines  of  their  mortal  day. 
Its  evening  is  cheered  with  the  remembrance  of  that  great 
contest,  and  they  rejoice  in  the  freedom  they  have  won. 
Shall  their  sons  be  less  noble  than  they?  Shall  the  fire  which 
they  kindled  be  extinguished  with  you  ?  I  see  your  answer 
in  every  face.  You  are  resolved  that  the  legacy  which  they 
beciueathed  to  you,  you  will  hand  down  in  an  accumulated 
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wealth  of  freedom  to  your  children.  As  for  me,  my  voice  is 
feeble.  I  feel  now  sensibly  and  painfully  that  I  am  not 
what  I  was.  I  speak  with  diminished  fire;  I  act  with  a 
lessened  force ;  but  as  I  am,  my  countrymen  and  my  con¬ 
stituents,  I  will,  if  you  will  let  me,  be  found  in  your  ranks 
in  the  impending*  struggle. 


REFORM. 

II. 


MANCHESTER,  DECEMBER  10,  1858. 

[At  tlie  general  election  in  1857,  the  Right  Hon.  T.  Milner  Gibson  and  Ml. 
Bright  were  defeated  in  the  contest  at  Manchester.  This  speecli  was 
delivered  at  a  great  meeting  in  the  Free-trade  Hall,  to  which  they  were 
invited  by  their  old  friends  and  supporters  in  the  Manchester  constituency.] 

I  cannot  tell  you  how  much  I  rejoice  in  being  permitted 
to  meet  so  large  a  number  of  those  whom  I  must  describe  as 
my  old  and  dear  friends  in  the  Liberal  cause.  I  fear,  however, 
that  the  reception  which  you  have  granted  to  us  to-night,  and 
which  you  have  hut  at  this  instant  given  to  me,  is  calculated 
in  some  degree  to  disturb  the  balance  ol  the  mind,  and  to 
■interfere  with  that  calm  judgment  which  is  demanded  by  the 
circumstances  under  which  we  are  met  together,  and  by  the 
gravity  of  that  great  question  which  is  now  being  discussed 
in  every  part  of  the  United  Kingdom.  I  know  not  whether 
there  be  persons  who  will  look  upon  this  meeting  in  the  light 
of  the  commemoration  of  a  defeat  which  we  have  sustained. 
To  me,  it  wears  far  more  the  aspect  of  the  celebration  of  some 
great  success.  And  may  we  not  say  that  we  are  successful— 
that  notwithstanding  the  vicissitudes  which  wait  upon  the 
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career  of  public  men,  and  upon  the  progress  of  public  ques¬ 
tions  in  a  free  country,  we  find  as  we  look  back  over  a  term  of 
years,  that  those  beneficent  principles  which  we  have  so  often 
expounded  and  defended  on  this  ground,  are  constantly  making 
progress  and  obtaining’  more  and  more  influence  on  the  minds 
of  all  our  countrymen  ? 

Forty  years  ago,  the  spot  where  we  are  now  assembled 
became  famous.  Thousands  of  the  population  of  Manchester 
and  its  neighbourhood  assembled  here — not  in  this  magni¬ 
ficent  building,  but  under  the  wide  canopy  of  heaven.  They 
met  only  to  plead  with  the  Government  and  the  Parliament 
of  that  day,  that  they  might  be  permitted  some  share  in  the 
government  of  their  country,  and  that  they  might  be  per¬ 
mitted  further  to  possess  that  natural  right  which  one  would 
think  no  man  would  ever  deny  to  another — the  right  of  dis¬ 
posing  of  the  produce  of  their  labour  in  the  open  market  of 
the  world,  in  purchase  for  their  daily  bread.  That  meeting 
was  dispersed  by  the  rude  arm  of  military  power.  The  tragedy 
of  that  day  proved  at  once  the  tyranny  and  brutality  of  the 
Government,  and  the  helplessness  and  humiliation  of  the 
people.  Now,  you  have  seen  a  Ministry  representing  and 
supported  by  the  political  party  that  committed  that  ini¬ 
quity — you  have  seen  such  a  Ministry  voting’  in  the  House  of 
Commons  in  favour  of  a  resolution  which  declared  that  the 
repeal  of  the  Corn-laws  had  been  a  great  blessing  to  the 
country ;  and  after  having  twenty-six  years  ago  obtained  one 
instalment  of  Reform,  you  have  now  the  amazing  spectacle  of 
a  Ministry  representing  and  supported  by  that  same  political 
party,  engaged  at  this  very  hour  in  the  arrangement  of  the 
clauses  of  another  Bill,  which  shall  still  further  extend  political 
rights  to  the  great  mass  of  the  population  of  this  country. 
Seeing  this,  then,  who  will  despair  ?  Since  I  have  been  able 
to  think  maturely  upon  public  questions,  since  I  have  been 
able  and  have  been  permitted  to  open  my  mouth  in  these  the 
open  councils  of  my  countrymen,  I  have  never  for  one  moment 
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despaired ;  and  when  I  look  around  me,  and  see  this  magni¬ 
ficent — I  will  say  this  all-powerful — assembly,  my  hopes,  my 
faith,  all  are  confirmed,  and  I  gather  fresh  strength  for  what¬ 
ever  struggle  is  before  us. 

My  right  honourable  Friend  in  his  speech  has  almost 
entirely  abstained  from  entering  into  details  connected  Avith 
the  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform.  Now,  I  think  that  at 
this  moment,  wherever  men  assemble  to  discuss  political  ques¬ 
tions,  it  would  be  a  great  misfortune  if  some  one  present  did 
not  go  into  some  portion  of  the  detail  connected  with  that 
question.  And  perhaps  in  the  peculiar  position  which  I  am 
now  placed  in  with  regard  to  it,  you  will  not  expect  that  I 
should  leave  it  altogether  untouched.  Let  us  recollect  that 
whatever  is  said  upon  this  question  will  meet  Avith  much 
hostile  criticism  from  those  who  are  not  present  with  us.  You 
know  that  I  have  recently,  a  few  weeks  ago,  addressed  large 
audiences  of  my  constituents  in  Birmingham,  upon  this  ques¬ 
tion  ;  and  you  know  to  what  kind  of  hostile  criticism  my 
speech  or  speeches  on  that  occasion  have  been  subjected.  It 
is  not  in  human  wisdom  to  make  speeches  to  please  every¬ 
body  ;  and  it  is  not  in  human  wisdom  to  attempt  to  do  it. 
I  shall  take  the  course  of  addressing  myself  to  that  question, 
according  to  the  light  1  have  with  regard  to  it  from  great 
-study,  from  much  consultation  Avith  others,  and  from  an 
honest  Avish  that  I  have,  that  the  subject  of  Reform  should 
be  rightly  viewed  by  every  intelligent  man  amongst  my 
countrymen. 

Now  we  will  mention  two  or  three  things  that  we  do  not 
want.  We  do  not  propose  in  the  smallest  degree  to  call  in 
question  or  to  limit  the  prerogatives  of  the  CroAvn.  I  believe 
Ave  are  prepared  to  say  that  if  the  throne  of  England  be  filled 
Avith  so  much  dignity  and  so  much  purity  as  we  have  knoivn 
it  in  our  time,  and  as  we  know  it  now  to  be,  we  hope  that 
the  venerable  monarchy  may  be  perpetual.  We  do  not 
propose  to  discuss  even,  much  less  to  limit,  the  legal  and 
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constitutional  privileges  or  prerogatives  of  the  House  of  Peers. 
We  know,  everybody  knows,  nobody  knows  it  better  than  the 
Peers,  that  a  house  of  hereditary  legislation  cannot  be  a  per¬ 
manent  institution  in  a  free  country.  For  we  believe  that 
such  an  institution  must  in  the  course  of  time  require  essential 
modification.  Last  year,  or  the  year  before,  the  Queen  herself 
proposed  to  nominate  persons  to  life  peerages.  That  was 
deemed  an  essential  change  by  the  present  members  of  the 
House  of  Peers,  and  in  a  manner  that  was  not  gracious  to  the 
Queen,  that  was  not  respectful  to  the  nation,  they  almost  inso¬ 
lently  rejected  the  attempt  of  the  Crown,  and  the  Ministers 
of  the  Crown,  to  introduce  into  the  House  of  Lords  a  member 
whose  peerage  should  exist  only  so  long  as.  his  life. 

I  do  not  want  to  discuss  that  question  now.  We  want  to 
discuss  the  question  which  is  immediately  before  the  country— 
which  the  Government  has  brought  before  the  country — for 
we  do  not  bring  it  before  the  country  on  this  occasion— and  a 
question  in  which  we  are  deeply  and  closely  interested.  The 
House  of  Commons  is  so  called,  I  presume,  because  it  is 
understood  and  intended  to  represent  all  those  portions  of  the 
people — the  vast  majority  of  the  people — who  are  not  included 
in  the  privileged  and  titled  classes.  The  constitution,  if  I 
know  anything  about  it,  intends  that  that  House  should 
fairly,  openly,  and  widely  represent  all  the  vast  interests  of 
all  the  vast  population  who  are  called  upon  to  obey  the  legis¬ 
lation  which  is  mainly  enacted  by  that  House.  Now,  I  wish  to 
ask  you  this  simple  question.  Do  you  believe,  after  examining 
the  figures  that  have  been  placed  before  you  for  months 
and  for  years  past,  that  the  House  of  Commons  does  at  pre¬ 
sent  fulfil  honestly  its  intended  place  in  the  Constitution,  or 
is  the  organ  of  the  expression  of  the  opinions  of  all  classes  of 
the  population  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  ?  You  may  have 
a  shadow  and  form  of  representation,  as  of  anything  else. 
You  know  very  well  that  you  may  have  gorgeous  temples — 
you  may  have  in  wonderful  ostentation  all  the  outward  sem- 
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blance  of  religion — yet  there  may  he  wholly  wanting  the  life 
of  Christianity  itself.  And  you  may  have  electors,  a  million 
or  more,  and  you  may  have  canvassing,  and  nominations,  and 
polls,  and  returns,  and  houses  of  legislation,  and  speeches,  and 
the  contention  of  parties,  and  divisions,  and  laws  enacted,  and 
yet  there  may  he  only  the  form  of  representation,  and  its  life 
and  spirit  and  reality  may  he  altogether  absent.  All  this  we 
had  previous  to  1833;  yet  nobody  says  now  that  we  had 
representation  before  then.  All  this  existed,  or  nearly  all,  in 
France,  previous  to  the  year  1848.  A  great  deal  of  it  exists 
there  at  this  moment,  and  yet  there  is  a  general  impression  that 
representation  is  not  free  there.  There  is  a  general  belief  that 
it  was  not  free  here  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  Reform  Act. 

I  should  like  to  put,  in  as  few  words  as  I  can,  exactly 
what  we  think  the  House  of  Commons  should  he.  It  should 
he  a  House  composed  of  men  sent  by  the  free  election  of  so 
many  of  the  people,  voting  with  such  an  ecpiality  of  power 
as  shall  give  a  real  expression  to  the  opinions  of  the  people. 
If  anybody  says  that  we  are  for  levelling  doctrines — that 
we  intend  to  have  a  President  instead  of  a  Queen — which  is 
a  favourite  theory  with  some  few  people,  you  at  least  will 
not  believe  them.  I  ask  them  again  and  again,  if  they  choose 
to  read  once,  to  read  again,  that  they  may  not  misrepresent 
that  which  I  am  now  proposing.  Now,  what  is  the  British 
Constitution  ?  I  never  saw  it.  I  never  heard  of  anybody  who 
had  handled  it.  It  is  not,  in  very  few  words,  in  any  of  the 
books.  But  there  is,  notwithstanding,  something  that  we  all 
understand  by  the  British  Constitution.  It  is  not  a  thing 
meant  entirely  for  the  Crown.  The  Crown  has  its  limits  by 
Act  of  Parliament,  and  by  custom.  Nor  is  it  intended  entirely 
for  the  hereditary  peerage.  The  House  of  Lords  has  its  pre¬ 
rogatives  and  its  privileges  well  defined.  But  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  does  not  confine  itself  to  care  for  the  monarch  on  the 
throne,  or  for  the  peer  in  his  gilded  chamber.  The  Constitu¬ 
tion  regards  the  House  of  Commons  as  well.  It  regards  you 
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and  me,  and  all  the  people  of  the  United  Kingdom.  And  it 
professes  to  take  within  its  pale  all  these  populations  and 
these  interests,  and  to  give  them  as  complete  a  shelter  and 
as  complete  a  voice  as  it  gives  to  the  Queen  or  to  the  peerage. 
But  if  you  want  the  House  of  Commons  elected  by  so  many 
of  the  people  as  shall  give  a  fair  expression  of  the  peopled 
wishes,  can  any  living  man  say  that  we  possess  it  when  five 
out  of  six  of  all  the  men  he  will  find  if  he  traverse  every 
county  from  John  O’GroaEs  to  the  LandJs  End,  and  from 
Cape  Clear  to  the  Giant's  Causeway, — when  five  out  of  every 
six  of  these  men  have  no  more  vote  at  the  poll  for  a  Member 
of  Parliament  than  if  they  lived  in  some  foreign  land ;  when 
their  utmost  privilege  at  an  election  is  to  look  on,  to  hold  up 
their  hands,  and  to  shout  for  one  candidate  or  the  other  ? 

But  if  you  think  it  necessary  that  your  Members  should  be 
elected  by  some  fair  number  of  votes,  that  votes  should  be 
given  with  something  like  an  equality  of  power,  how  far  are 
you  from  this,  when  you  hear  that  330  Members  of  the  House 
of  Commons — more  than  one-half  of  the  whole  number — are 
returned  by  less  than  one-sixth  even  of  that  small  number  of 
persons  to  whom  the  franchise  is  entrusted  ?  You  give  votes 
to  a  million  out  of  six  millions,  and  half  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  is  elected  by  less  than  200,000  of  those  electors  !  And 
then,  if  bribery  be  somewhat  common,  and  if  intimidation, 
wherever  it  can  be  practised,  is  almost  universal,  how  can  you 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  any  real  freedom  of  elec¬ 
tion  whatsoever,  when  you  survey  the  whole  representation  of 
the  counties  and  boroughs  of  the  kingdom  ? 

I  would  ask  your  attention  for  a  moment  to  those  counties, 
to  which  your  attention  has  been  already  turned  by  my  right 
hon.  Friend.  The  counties,  as  you  know,  return  their  Mem¬ 
bers  by  the  votes,  chiefly,  of  two  classes — freeholders,  and 
occupiers  of  lands  or  houses  of  the  value  of  50k  and  upwards. 
Of  these  50 1.  occupiers  and  upwards,  there  are  about  200,000  ; 
but  of  occupiers  between  10/.  and  50 1.,  I  see  by  a  return 
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recently  made  to  the  House  of  Commons,  not  less  than 
400,000.  But  the  400,000,  by  the  present  law,  are  entirely 
ignored  and  excluded ;  and  the  200,000,  being  to  a  very  large 
extent  occupiers  of  land,  and  occupiers  for  the  most  part 
without  leases,  are  to  a  large  extent  dependent  upon  the  good¬ 
will  of  their  landlords,  and  their  votes,  speaking  generally,  are 
employed  to  swell  the  power  of  the  great  landed  proprietors  in 
all  the  county  elections  of  the  kingdom.  Now,  Lord  Derby, 
the  present  Prime  Minister,  is  a  man  who  has  the  power  of 
expressing’  very  accurately  what  he  means;  he  is  a  great 
master  of  the  English  language;  and  he  once  gave  us  an 
illustration  of  what  is  understood  in  England  by  county 
representation.  He  said  that,  if  anybody  would  tell  him  what 
were  the  politics  of  three  or  four  of  the  great  landed  pro¬ 
prietors  of  any  county,  he  could  tell  at  once  what  were  the 
politics  of  the  Members  for  that  county.  We  might  fancy,  if 
we  did  not  know  something  about  it  ourselves,  that  this  was 
some  conjuring  trick,  but  it  is  in  point  of  fact  nothing  but 
that  which  we  all  know.  The  f  three  or  four  great  proprie¬ 
tors'’  are  the  constituents  of  the  county,  and  the  Members 
are  the  representatives  of  those  great  proprietors.  They  have, 
as  you  know,  unfortunately  for  us,  small  sympathy  with  com¬ 
merce,  and  they  have  never  manifested,  at  least  for  the  last 
sixty  years,  any  sympathy  whatever  with  Reform  of  any  kind. 
How  should  they  \  They  are  connected  with  the  peerage,  and 
with  the  great  territorial  power.  The  members  of  their  fami¬ 
lies,  generally  speaking,  do  not  come  into  the  operations  of 
trade.  They  find  employment — at  least  they  find  salaries — 
in  the  military  or  naval  service,  or  some  other  service  of  the 
country ;  or  they  take  shelter  from  the  storms  of  life  in  some 
snug  family  living  in  the  Church. 

I  venture  to  say  that,  if  it  were  possible  to  have  an  accurate 
account  of  the  receipts  and  payments  of  those  families,  there 
are  many  hundreds  of  them — I  believe  there  are  some  thou¬ 
sands — who  receive  more  in  the  way  of  emolument,  and 
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salaries  of  one  kind  or  other,  from  the  public  revenues,  from 
the  sixty  or  seventy  millions  of  taxes  which  you  annually  raise, 
or  from  that  portion  of  the  public  estate  which  for  the  time  is 
entrusted  to  the  Established  Church — I  believe  they  receive 
far  more  than  the  whole  of  the  taxes  which  they  annually  pay 
to  the  expenditure  of  the  State. 

But  we  do  not  find  fault  only  with  the  counties;  the 
boroughs  are  not  at  all  in  a  satisfactory  state.  I  was  look¬ 
ing  down  a  list,  the  other  night,  beginning  with  the  Tower 
Hamlets,  the  largest  population,  and  coming  down  to  some 
one  which  is  the  smallest,  I  forget  its  name ;  but  I  found  that 
there  were  71  boroughs,  not  one  of  which  had  a  population 
of  10,000  persons.  I  think  10,000  is  about  one-third  the 
average  size  of  the  several  wards  in  Manchester.  The  whole 
population  of  the  7  1  boroughs  is  only  467,000,  which  is  not 
very  much  more  than  the  present  population  of  Manchester 
and  Salford;  and  yet  these  71  boroughs  return  117  Members 
to  the  House  of  Commons,  while  Manchester  and  Salford 
return  only  three  Members.  But  if  you  go  a  little  lower,  to 
8,000  as  a  standard,  you  will  find  not  less  than  54  boroughs, 
and  their  whole  population  is  exactly  316,000,  which  is  also 
exactly  the  population  of  the  city  of  Manchester  at  the  census 
of  1851;  but  these  54  boroughs  return  89  Members,  while 
Manchester  returns  only  two.  If  Manchester  and  Salford,  by 
some  tradition  of  the  past,  or  by  some  accident  or  other, 
returned  1 1 7  Members,  or  if  Manchester  returned  89  Members 
— if  the  conditions  which  I  have  stated  were  just  reversed — 
do  you  not  think  that  we  should  have  from  other  parts  of  the 
country — probably  from  the  landed  gentry — a  very  violent 
assertion  that  we  were  favoured  in  the  representation,  and  that 
the  condition  of  things  was  monstrous  and  intolerable,  and 
must  be  put  an  end  to  ? 

But  there  is  another  point  which  you  do  not  find  out 
from  the  population  tables.  That  is  this — that  whereas  the 
boroughs  of  Manchester  and  Salford  can  do  as  they  like, 
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acting1  wisely  at  one  time  and  foolishly  at  another — at  least 
they  are  free  to  follow  their  own  information,  their  own  light, 
their  own  convictions ;  these  little  boroug'hs  are  not  so 
free,  being,  I  dare  to  say,  very  little  better  than  what  we 
used  to  describe  by  the  unpleasant  term  of  ‘  rotten/  They 
are  under  influence  of  some  kind  or  other.  A  very  little 
clique,  indeed,  two  or  three  persons,  in  a  very  small  borough, 
can  have  a  great  influence.  A  neighbouring  landowner — some 
subtle  and  not  very  scrupulous  lawyer — by  turning  the  c  screw/ 
can,  if  he  likes,  turn  the  scale.  But  these  boroughs  are  not 
only  so  small  in  population,  but  for  the  most  part  they  cannot 
pretend  to  the  power  of  free  election  in  any  way  whatsoever. 

I  come  now  to  the  result  of  all  this — that  a  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  so  formed,  becomes  for  the  most  part,  as  we  know  it  is, 
a  sort  of  deputy  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and  an  organ  ol  the 
great  territorial  interest  of  the  country.  It  hates  changes,  with 
an  animosity  that  nothing  can  assuage.  It  hates  economy. 
Let  any  man  propose  in  the  House  of  Commons  that  there 
shall  be  a  fair  committee  appointed,  to  which  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  those  enormous  estimates  of  which  we  have  so  much 
reason  to  complain,  and  you  will  find  that  very  few  persons  in 
the  House  will  vote  for  such  a  committee,  and  it  will  be  stoutly 
resisted  by  the  Government,  whether  formed  from  the  Con¬ 
servative  or  the  Whig  section  of  the  House.  The  House  hates 
equality  of  taxation.  The  succession-duty  is  a  glaring  in¬ 
stance  of  it.  The  income-tax  is  another  instance  scarcely  less 
glaring.  It  gives  to  property  vast  influence  in  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  country,  and  it  perpetually  shields  property 
from  its  fair  burden  of  taxation.  It  was  the  same  before  the 
Reform  Bill  as  it  is  now. 

Some  people  are  of  opinion  that  we  have  had  much  better 
legislation  since  the  Reform  Bill  than  we  had  before.  I  do 
not  deny  it;  but  I  believe  it  is  owing  much  more  to  the 
general  intelligence  of  the  people,  an  intelligence  which  has 
penetrated  even  into  the  House  of  Commons  and  into  the 
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House  of  Lords,  than  to  any  more  exact  representation  of  the 
influence  of  the  constituencies,  or  to  any  change  that  took 
place  by  the  Reform  Act.  You  know  that  before  the  Reform 
Bill,  Catholic  Emancipation  was  granted,  when  a  civil  war  was 
about  to  break  out  in  Ireland.  You  know  that  the  Reform 
Bill  itself  was  granted  when  an  insurrection,  perhaps  a 
revolution,  was  at  the  door.  And  you  know  that  in  1846 
the  repeal  of  the  Corn-laws  was  granted,  not  because  the  House 
of  Commons  or  the  House  of  Lords  wished  to  grant  it.  By 
no  means.  For  I  believe  that  not  more  than  one  hundred 
Members  had  ever  voted  for  Mr.  Vi  fliers'  motion  for  the 
repeal,  until  it  was  granted  in  1846,  because  a  portion  of  the 
kingdom  was  visited  with  a  famine  so  intense,  that  Lord  John 
Russell,  in  order  to  describe  its  magnitude  and  its  severity, 
compared  it  to  the  famines  which  are  recorded  to  have 
desolated  parts  of  Europe  during  the  thirteenth  century.  It 
required  a  famine,  not  a  scarcity.  There  had  been  many 
scarcities,  as  you  know.  There  had  been  a  scarcity  for  years. 
On  more  than  one  occasion  thousands  and  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  families  had  been  pressed  into  penury,  and  not  a  few 
into  premature  graves.  And  yet  the  Corn-law  was  not 
repealed.  To  quote  two  lines  of  the  unhappy  Chatterton — 

‘The  civil  power  then  snored  at  ease, 

While  soldiers  fired  to  keep  the  peace.’ 

And  it  was  not  till  the  famine  became  so  sore  in  the  land  that 
all  Europe  and  the  civilized  world  were  startled  with  the 
horrors  that  floated  across  every  ocean  and  in  every  gale,  that 
the  Parliament  of  England  at  last  consented  to  take  their 
hand  from  the  food  of  the  people.  And  you  know  that  a 
large  party — a  party  who  are  now  in  possession  of  the 
Government— assailed  and  denounced  Sir  Robert  Peel  as 
a  traitor  and  a  coward,  because  he  did  not  make  a  still 
greater  fight  on  behalf  of  the  most  odious  monopoly  that 
ever  existed  in  any  country. 

And  now  they  do  not  give  you  the  Ballot ;  not  because  they 


1858. 


REFORM.  II. 


41 


do  not  understand  it  as  well  as  you  do,  but  precisely  because 
they  do  understand  it.  Do  you  suppose  there  would  be  such 
a  whip  in  the  House,  such  a  steady  and  powerful  phalanx 
of  Members  brought  up,  county  Members  especially,  to  vote 
against  the  Ballot,  if  they  did  not  believe  all  we  say  in  favour 
of  the  Ballot  ?  You  have  had  it  discussed  since  the  Reform 
Bill.  The  argument  has  been  already  exhausted  tor  twenty 
years,  yet  for  all  that  they  do  not  give  you  the  Ballot. 

Take  the  question  of  church  rates.  A  Bill  to  repeal  the 
church  rates  has  just  passed  the  House  of  Commons.  But 
how  many  years  has  it  been  discussed  ?  The  arguments  were 
the  same  before  I  went  into  the  House  of  Commons  that  they 
were  last  session.  Take  the  question  of  the  game  laws. 
Would  it  be  tolerated — would  it  be  tolerated  by  the  people  of 
this  country,  if  they  were  fairly  polled,  that  there  should 
exist  laws  whose  object  is  to  promote,  to  the  greatest  possible 
extent,  the  preservation  of  wild  animals  for  the  sport  of  the 
territorial  and  wealthy  classes  ?  The  law  has  never  yet  said 
that  game  was  property.  It  treats  it  as  something  else.  It  dare 
not  say  that  game  is  property,  and  it  cannot  say  so.  But  we  have 
several  Acts  of  Parliament — clauses  of  the  utmost  complication 
— traps  of  every  kind,  as  many  to  catch  the  poacher  as  the 
poacher  has  to  catch  the  game.  And  you  have  in  this  civilized 
and  Christian  country —we  are  not  at  all  discussing  the  United 
States — in  this  civilized  and  Christian  country,  with  an  ancient 
monarchy,  an  hereditary  peerage,  an  Established  Church,  and 
all  that  can  be  necessary  to  preserve  law  and  order,  according  to 
the  opinion  of  some  of  those  who  criticise  what  I  say ;  yet  you 
have,  in  the  months  of  November  and  December  particularly, 
in  every  year,  men  going  out  armed,  not  to  protect  cows,  and 
sheep,  and  poultry,  which  are  recognised  and  understood  as 
property — for  nobody  attempts  to  meddle  with  them— but  to 
preserve  that  which  the  law  dare  not  designate  as  property, 
and  the  preservation  of  which  it  dare  not  commit  to  the 
ordinary  guardians  of  the  public  peace.  And  you  have 
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farther  from  your  towns  and  from  your  villages,  and  from 
your  country  parishes,  bands  of  men  armed  to  the  teeth, 
instigated  it  may  be  occasionally  by  want,  more  often 
probably  by  the  love  of  adventure  — you  have  bands  of 
men  of  this  kind  prowling  about  in  almost  every  county 
endeavouring  to  destroy  this  game ;  and  you  have  outrages 
such  as  we  have  had  described  to  us  within  the  last  month,  in 
which  several  of  our  fellow-creatures  have  fallen  victims,  and 
have  been  murdered.  No ;  the  dukes,  and  lords,  and  county 
Members,  and  great  men  of  any  name,  must  not  tell  me  that 
a  Parliament  and  a  House  of  Commons  that  perpetuates  this 
enormity  represents  the  intelligence  and  the  morality  of  the 
Christian  population  of  this  country.  And  to  show  you  how 
little  a  Prime  Minister  even  is  master  of  his  own  actions  in 
the  face  of  that  great  territorial  interest,  let  me  tell  you  that 
when  I,  some  years  ago,  and  before  I  had  any  political  con¬ 
nection  even  with  Manchester,  when  I  gave  notice  of  a  motion 
in  the  House  of  Commons  for  a  Select  Committee  to  inquire 
into  the  operation  of  the  game  law — to  inquire  merely — such 
was  the  anxiety,  such  was  the  trembling  terror  of  these 
gentlemen,  that  Sir  Robert  Peel  was  obliged  to  call  his 
followers  together  in  Downing-street,  and  there  to  reason 
with  them,  and  to  obtain  their  co-operation  in  the  course 
which  he  felt  himself  bound  to  pursue,  which  was  to  consent 
to  the  Committee  for  which  I  was  about  to  move.  I  need 
not  tell  you  that  the  Committee  produced  very  little  result. 
Committees  of  the  House  of  Commons  very  seldom  do  yield 
much  result.  Por  what  the  House  is.  Committees  generally 
are  ;  and  if  a  Committee  does  happen  to  stumble  upon  some¬ 
thing  valuable,  it  is  generally  distasteful  to  the  House,  and 
is  immediately  rejected  by  it.  I  believe  that  no  great  measure 
passes  the  House  of  Commons  merely  because  it  is  just.  It 
passes  sometimes  because  the  people  are  restive;  sometimes 
because  the  exigencies  of  party  require  that  something  should 
be  done.  But  it  does  not  pass — I  state  it  fearlessly  after 
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fifteen  years’  sitting  in  that  House — a  great  measure  ot 
justice  does  not  pass  because  it  is  just. 

Then  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  Reform  is  necessary. 
But  I  can  show  you  further  that  it  is  inevitable.  The 
Government  is  at  a  dead  lock  without  Parliamentary 
Reform.  The  only  great  result  of  the  Reform  Bill,  in  the 
House,  has  been  this,  that  it  has  introduced  about  one 
hundred  men  who  do  at  times  show  some  amount  of 
independence,  and  they  act  free  from  the  shackles  of  the  Tory 
or  Whig  sections  of  the  aristocracy.  And  it  is  we— it  is  by 
our  work,  it  is  by  our  speeches,  by  our  votes,  that  we  transfer 
the  Government  from  one  party  to  the  other.  But  we  make 
it  impossible  for  either  of  them  to  conduct  the  Government 
upon  those  antiquated  principles  which  we  and  the  people  of 
England  are  ready  to  abolish.  Now  I  will  ask  you  another 
question.  What  is  the  obvious,  the  simple,  in  fact  the  only 
mode  by  which  you  can  reform  the  House  of  Commons  ?  It 
a  man  is  hungry,  he  eats ;  if  he  is  thirsty,  he  drinks ;  and  if  he 
is  cold,  he  puts  on  an  extra  coat  or  goes  nearer  to  the  fire. 
If  the  number  of  electors  is  too  small,  extend  the  suffrage.  It  it 
be  intolerable  that  more  than  half  the  House  of  Commons 
shall  be  returned  by  one-sixth  of  the  electors,  or  that  a  popu¬ 
lation  equal  to  that  of  Manchester  should  return  89  Members 
in  other  parts  of  the  country,  while  here  it  only  returns  two, 
the  obvious  remedy  is  to  take  from  one  scale  and  put  into  the 
other.  And  if  there  be  this  bribery  and  this  intimidation,  the 
remedy  which  every  man  who  has  considered  the  question, 
and  who  wishes  for  freedom  of  election,  the  remedy  which  he 
points  to,  is  the  remedy  of  the  Ballot. 

You  have  read,  I  have  no  doubt,  some,  I  hope  not  all,  of 
those  interminable  leading  articles  which  have  been  written 
since  I  was  at  Birmingham.  You  have  read  some  speeches, 
probably,  which  have  commented  on  what  I  said.  I  was 
charged  with  wishing  to  adopt  republican  institutions,  level¬ 
ling  principles,  introducing  something  or  other  wholly 
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destructive  of  everything-  good,  and  noble,  and  admirable  in 
this  country.  Well,  I  find  the  suffrage  in  the  boroughs  is  i  ol. 
What  did  I  propose?  I  did  not  propose  to  put  it  to  9 1. 
That  would  have  been  to  be  laughed  at.  These  very  writers 

and  speakers  would  have  said,  c  What  a  lame  thing  this  is _ 

dissatisfied  with  10/.,  happy  with  9 l.V  I  did  not  ask  for  81., 
nor  for  jl.,  nor  for  61.  The  Reform  Bill,  stopping  at  10 l., 
drew  a  line,  on  one  side  of  which  were  the  constituencies  as 
we  now  have  them,  and  on  the  other  side  the  great  body  of 
the  working  classes.  The  working  classes  were  purposely 
excluded  by  the  adoption  of  the  10 1.  franchise.  But  the  9 1. 
would  not  have  admitted  them,  nor  the  81.,  nor  the  7 1.  The 
61.  would  have  admitted  a  considerable  number,  and  the  $1. 
probably  would  admit  nearly  all  of  them  that  can  be  admitted. 
I  felt  that  it  was  not  worth  while  making,  as  the  saying 
is,  f  two  bites  at  a  cherry/  If  you  wish  to  admit  the  working 
classes— for  that  is  the  question — if  you  wish  to  admit  them, 
you  must  bring  your  suffrage  down  to  the  point  that  will 
admit  them,  or  else  you  are  only  practising  upon  them 
piecisely  the  same  sort  of  legislation  that  they  complain  of 
with  regard  to  the  Bill  of  1832. 

But  then  I  find  a  most  admirable  thing  all  ready  at  my 
hands.  I  find  in  all  our  parishes  from  the  time  of  Queen 
Elizabeth,  and  for  anything  I  know  from  the  time  of  Alfred— 

I  do  not  know  how  many  hundred  years  it  has  lasted— a  fran¬ 
chise  which  everybody  has  been  contented  with,  and  nobody 
has  condemned,  and  which  has  done  no  harm  to  law,  or  order, 
or  security  of  property.  I  find  that  when  Parliament  came 
to  legislate  for  Poor-law  unions,  it  adopted  this  same 
franchise  as  the  basis  of  the  union  franchise.  When  it 
came  to  legislate  for  corporations,  it  adopted,  with  some 
restrictions,  the  same  franchise  as  the  basis.  Why  tell  me 
that  this  franchise  does  not  act  properly  in  the  United  States  ? 
For  my  argument,  I  do  not  care  a  farthing  whether  it  does  or 
not.  We  have  tried  it  here,  in  our  parishes,  our  unions,  our 
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corporations ;  and  I  say,  if  it  acts  on  the  whole  justly,  in 
those  three  departments  of  representation,  it  may  he  trusted, 
without  danger,  in  that  more  important  representation  which 
concerns  our  Imperial  Legislature.  I  am  in  favour  of  autho¬ 
rity,  particularly  when  it  agrees  with  my  own  opinion. 
I  will  read  from  an  authority  which  is  not  one  that  the 
Whig  party  ought  to  think  lightly  of.  In  the  year  179 7 
sixty-one  years  ago — Mr.  Grey  (afterwards  Lord  Grey  of  the 
Reform  Bill)  brought  forward  a  motion  in  the  House  of 
Commons  for  a  Bill  to  establish  household  suffrage  in  all  the 
boroughs  of  the  kingdom.  I  will  not  give  you  what  Mr.  Grey 
said  about  it,  for  I  do  not  happen  to  have  any  portion  of  his 
speech  with  me;  but  I  will  give  you  the  words  of  Mr.  box 
Charles  James  Fox— the  greatest  light,  I  presume,  which  the 
Whig  party  has  ever  offered  to  the  country.  Charles  James 
Fox  said  this  : — 

<  I  think  that  to  extend  the  representation  to  housekeepers  is  the  best  and 
most  justifiable  plan  of  Reform.  I  think  also  that  it  is  a  most  perfect  recurrence 
to  first  principles— I  do  not  mean  to  the  first  principles  of  society,  nor  to  the 
abstract  principles  of  representation,  but  to  the  first  known  and  recorded  prin¬ 
ciples  of  our  constitution.  According  to  the  early  history  of  England,  and  the 
highest  authorities  in  our  parliamentary  constitution,  I  find  this  to  be  the  case. 
It  is  the  opinion  of  the  celebrated  Glanville,  that  in  all  cases  where  no  parti¬ 
cular  right  intervenes,  the  common  law  right  of  paying  scot  and  lot  was  the 
right  of  election  in  the  land.  This  was  the  opinion  of  Serjeant  Glanville,  and 
of  one  of  the  most  celebrated  committees  of  which  our  parliamentary  history 
has  to  boast  ;  and  this,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  safest  line  of  conduct  that  you 
can  adopt.’ 

Now,  what  is  it  that  I  propose  ?  That  every  householder, 
of  course,  because  every  householder  is  rated  to  the  poor,  shall 
have  a  vote ;  and  if  a  man  be  not  a  householder  strictly,  but 
if  he  have  an  office,  or  a  warehouse,  or  a  stable,  or  land— if  lie 
shall  have  any  property  in  his  occupation  which  the  Poor-law 
taxes,  out  of  which  he  must  contribute  to  the  support  of  the 
poor,  then  I  say  I  would  give  that  man  a  vote.  Now,  sixty 
years  is  a  long  time.  We  have  members  of  the  aristocracy  of 
this  country  exhibiting  themselves  frequently  upon  platforms 
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on  various  occasions.  They  tell  the  people  how  wonderfully 
education  has  advanced ;  how  much  Parliament  grants  every 
year,  and  how  much  voluntary  effort  does ;  what  a  great  step 
the  people  have  taken  forward.  I  wish  they  would  come  to 
the  legitimate  conclusion  after  all  this  praise  of  the  people. 
Your  statisticians  tell  you  that  two  millions  of  the  people  are 
subscribers  to  benefit  societies,  and  that  their  funds  amount 
to  more  than  nine  millions  sterling.  Is  that  no  proof  of 
providence?  Is  that  no  proof  of  improvement  and  advance¬ 
ment  ?  Who  is  the  man  that  dare  stand  before  any  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  his  countrymen,  and  libel  them  by  saying 
that  the  right  which  Mr.  Grey,  and  which  Charles  James  Fox, 
advocated  for  you  in  1797,  you  are  still  so  degraded  that  you 
are  not  fit  to  be  trusted  with  in  the  year  1 858  ?  And  of  course 
with  regard  to  your  small  boroughs,  you  must  take  some 
point  of  population,  and  you  must  cut  off  all  those  below  it. 
You  must  allow  their  present  electors  to  merge,  as  they  would 
necessarily  merge,  in  the  10/.  franchise,  which  in  all  proba¬ 
bility  you  will  establish  for  your  counties. 

But  still  I  know  exactly  how  we  shall  be  met — f  You  are 
going  to  Americanise  us/  Nothing  is  so  dreadful  to  an 
Englishman  who  is  thinking  of  emigrating  across  the  Atlantic, 
as  that  we  should  be  Americanised  in  England.  That  is  a 
phrase  invented  by  some  cunning  knave,  intended  to  catch  a 
good  many  very  simple  dupes,  and  no  doubt  it  will  catch 
some  of  them.  But  I  should  like  to  ask  these  gentlemen, 
whether  representation  is  not  an  English  custom  and  an 
English  principle  ?  They  were  Englishmen  who  first  took  it 
to  the  United  States.  It  is  said  that  wherever  an  English- 

o 

man  goes,  just  as  he  takes  with  him  his  white  skin,  he 
takes  with  him  the  foundation  of  representative  institutions. 
He  has  taken  them  already  to  the  Cape  ;  he  is  already  as 
busy  as  possible  in  building  up  four  or  five  monarchical 
republics  in  Australia ;  he  has  carried  the  representative 
system  to  Canada;  he  carries  it  wherever  he  goes.  The 
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Bill  of  i 832  was  a  desperate  measure  in  the  direction  of 
Americanising1  us.  It  took  some  boroughs,  where  twelve 
members  of  a  corporation  returned  the  Members  to  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  it  gave  the  suffrage  to  j,ooo  of  the  people.  That 
was  Americanising  such  boroughs  with  a  vengeance.  The 
more  yon  extend  your  representation,  the  more,  of  course,  you 
become  like  that  systematic  and  theoretically  perfect  represen¬ 
tation  which  exists  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

It  is  curious  how  free  countries,  and  countries  that  we  deem 
not  free,  often  exhibit  the  same  kind  of  thing  at  the  same 
time.  You  know  that  lately  a  most  distinguished  Frenchman 
wrote  a  pamphlet  about  England — about  a  debate  in  the 
English  Parliament.  He  was  charmed  with  the  freedom  of 
debate ;  he  was  charmed  with  the  absence  of  all  kind  of 
difficulty  in  expressing  our  opinions,  and  he  went  away  full  of 
this  impression ;  and  he  wrote  a  pamphlet  in  burning  words, 
describing  what  he  had  seen  in  England,  and  by  inference,  of 
course,  saying  something  that  was  not  palatable  to  those  who 
are  the  present  directors  of  the  Government  in  France.  Well, 
what  was  done  ?  It  was  found  out  that  it  was  an  indictable 
offence,  and  the  advocate  for  the  prosecution  said  in  so  many 
words,  f  You  praised  England,  and  in  doing  so  you  humiliated 
France.'  An  humble  individual  like  myself  comes  before  his 
constituents,  and  he  finds  a  nation  of  twenty  or  thirty  millions, 
chiefly  of  Englishmen,  on  the  other  side  of  the  Atlantic.  He 
finds  that  with  some  small  exceptions,  in  two  or  three  of  the 
transatlantic  cities,  which  are  more  German  and  Irish  than 
American,  he  finds  there  in  all  the  Free  States  law  and  order 
and  security  of  property,  equal  to  that  which  is  found  in  the 
course  of  years  in  any  other  country  in  the  world.  And  he 
says  that  to  his  constituents.  He  is  not  indicted  for  it ;  they 
do  not  give  him  so  many  pounds'  fine,  and  so  many  months 
imprisonment;  but  some  scores  of  writers  for  the  press,  men 
who,  or  some  of  them,  pretend  to  be  in  favour  of  liberty  m 
England,  but  men  who,  if  they  were  dressed  in  the  garb  that 
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most  becomes  them,  would  be  dressed  in  plush — these  men 
assail  me ;  and,  probably,  if  I  were  in  France,  and  they  were 
in  France,  they  would  do  their  best  to  indict  and  prosecute 
me. 

One  word  more  upon  this.  I  have  said  over  and  over 
again,  that,  perhaps,  I  am  the  very  last  man  in  England  who 
would  propose  any  institution  here  because  I  found  it  else¬ 
where.  I  am  not  insensible  to  some  things  that  appear  to  me 
to  be  errors  in  principle,  some  that  are  errors  in  practice,  in 
the  constitution  and  the  customs  of  the  United  States.  But 
I  protest  against  our  being  shut  up  to  take  nothing  from 
America  but  cotton,  and  rice,  and  tobacco.  And,  in  fact,  we 
do  take  a  good  many  other  things.  I  am  told  that  my  friend 
Mr.  Platt,  a  member  of  a  very  eminent  firm,  has  a  wonderful 
machine  from  America  with  which  to  make  bricks.  We  know 
that  the  agriculture  of  this  country  has  been  greatly  advan¬ 
taged  by  the  importation  of  reaping  machines  from  America. 
We  know  that  those  persons  who  are  going  about  so  appre¬ 
hensive  of  an  invasion,  have  particular  reason  to  be  delighted 
with  America,  because  they  have  received  from  that  country 
the  invention  of  the  revolver.  At  this  moment,  in  the 
Government  small-arms  establishment  at  Enfield,  they  have 
patent  machinery  from  America  for  making  gun-stocks.  They 
can  turn  out  a  gun-stock,  I  am  told,  in  twenty-two  minutes, 
fit  for  the  barrel.  What  a  dreadful  thing  to  think  of  !  And 
I  am  sure  that  Mr.  Miles,  if  his  Protectionist  principles  have 
not  long  ago  deserted  him,  will  be  horrified  to  hear  that  they 
have  actually  brought  Americans  over  to  show  the  English 
how  to  work  them.  But  there  is  much  more  behind. 
The  Times,  the  Morning  Star,  the  Daily  Telegraph,  and  the 
leading  newspaper  in  this  district,  the  Manchester  Daily 
Examiner ,  with,  I  believe,  two  or  three  of  the  widely-circu¬ 
lated  London  weekly  papers,  are  all  printed  on  machines 
which  were  either  made  in  America,  or,  being  made  in  this 
country,  were  made  on  the  American  patent.  And  further 
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than  this,  do  you  not  remember  that  the  West  Enders,  in¬ 
cluding  even  ladies,  have  been  subscribing  ten  guineas  apiece 
to  invite  a  clever  farmer  from  Ohio  to  show  them  how  to  tame 
a  horse  ?  Anything  but  politics.  You  may  delight  yourself 
with  their  charming  poets — with  Bryant,  and  Whittier,  and 
Longfellow;  you  may  interest  and  instruct  yourself  by  their 
great  historians — Bancroft,  and  Prescott,  and  Motley ;  hut 
if  you  ask  how  free  popular  institutions  are  working  among 
your  own  countrymen  on  the  American  continent,  you  are 
denounced  as  unpatriotic,  and  charged  with  treason  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

I  will  read  a  passage  that  was  particularly  galling  to  those 
gentlemen,  from  the  report  of  my  speech  at  Birmingham.  It 
is  very  short.  I  said  : — ‘  Generally,  in  all  the  sovereign  and 
independent  States  of  America,  there  is  a  franchise  as  wide  as 
that  which  I  have  proposed  to-night.  There  is  an  exact  and 
equal  limit  of  Members  to  the  electors  ;  and  there  is,  through¬ 
out  many  of  the  States,  the  protection  of  the  ballot ;  yet  in 
America  we  find  law,  order,  and  property  secure,  and  a  popu¬ 
lation  in  the  enjoyment  of  physical  comforts  and  abundance 
such  as  are  not  known  to  the  great  body  of  the  people  of  this 
country,  and  which  have  never  been  known  in  any  country  in 
any  age  of  the  world  before/  Now,  Lord  John  Russell  a 
short  time  ago  was  at  Liverpool,  at  a  meeting  of  the  Social 
Science  Association,  and  he  made  a  speech,  many  paits  of 
which,  I  think,  were  admirable  and  instructive.  He  referred 
to  America  in  two  particulars,  and  showed  how,  in  the 
States  of  New  York  and  Louisiana,  the  laws  had  been 
codified  and  simplified.  He  said  that  with  a  few  days’  study 
a  man  might  make  himself  perfectly  acquainted  with  the 
laws  with  regard  to  land  and  landed  property.  He  did 
not  see  (and  Lord  John  Russell  is  not  afraid  to  look  abroad 
on  a  matter  of  this  kind)  why  an  old  country— I  do  not 
quote  his  exact  words— should  be  compelled  to  continue  a 
system  which  was  not  necessary,  and  which  it  was  found  so 
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advantageous  to  dispense  with  in  a  new  country.  But  he 
said  this : — 

‘  It  is  education  which  enables  the  United  States  of  America  to  proceed  in 
their  wonderful  career,  upheld  by  the  most  popular  institutions,  without 
serious  disturbance  of  law  and  order.’ 

I  quote  another  nobleman — a  most  estimable  man  too — a  man 
who  has  done  in  his  time  great  justice  to  the  people  and  the 
institutions  of  the  United  States — the  Earl  of  Carlisle.  Eight 
years  ago,  when  the  state  of  America  was  fresh  in  his  mind, 
he  delivered  a  lecture,  from  which  I  have  taken  two  extracts. 
Speaking  of  their  elections,  he  says  : — 

Elections  may  seem  the  universal  business,  the  topic  and  passion  of  life  ; 
but  these  are,  at  least  with  but  few  exceptions,  carried  on  without  any 
approach  to  tumult,  rudeness,  or  disorder  ;  those  which  I  happened  to  see 
were  the  most  sedate,  unimpassioned  processes  I  can  imagine.  In  the  Free 
States,  at  least,  the  people  at  large  bear  an  active,  and  I  believe,  on  the 
whole,  a  useful  part  in  all  the  concerns  of  internal  government  and  practical 
daily  life.’ 

And  then  speaking  of  the  condition  of  the  people  he  said _ 

and  you  will  know  how  far  it  corroborates,  how  far  it  exceeds 
even,  what  I  said  : — 

‘  The  feature  which  is  the  most  obvious  and,  probably,  the  most  inevitable, 
is  the  nearly  entire  absence,  certainly  of  the  appearance,  in  a  great  degree  of 
the  reality,  of  poverty.  In  no  part  of  the  world,  I  imagine,  is  there  so  much 
general  comfort  amongst  the  great  bulk  of  the  people  ;  and  a  gushing  abun¬ 
dance  struck  me  as  the  permanent  character  of  the  land.’ 

And  then  with  his  own  generous  sympathy,  he  went  on  to 
say 

‘  It  is  not  easy  to  describe  how  far  this  consideration  goes  to  brighten  the 
face  of  nature,  and  give  room  for  its  undisturbed  enjoyment.’ 

I  cannot,  of  course,  help  the  fact  that  Lord  Carlisle  for  a 
moment  has  fallen  into  rather  a  foolish  panic  since  I  under¬ 
took  to  address  my  constituents  at  Birmingham.  I  can  assure 
him  I  do  not  wish  to  introduce  American  institutions  here. 
But  I  want  to  argue  this  point— that  the  people  of  England 
are  now  in  a  condition  wherein  it  would  he  just  to  them,  and 
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safe  for  all  classes  in  the  country,  that  they  should  be  widely 
entrusted  with  the  possession  of  the  elective  franchise. 

Now  I  want  to  ask  you,  before  I  sit  down,  whether  we 
can  realise,  or  whether  we  can  do  anything  towards  realising, 
such  a  project  of  reform  as  that  of  which  I  have  given  you 
the  very  faintest  sketch  to-night  ?  There  is  a  danger  awaiting 
us.  It  is  quite  possible,  I  think  it  is  not  wholly  improbable, 
if  the  present  Government  should  introduce  a  Bill  very 
ineffectual,  wholly  falling  short  of  what  we  have  a  right  to 
expect,  that  there  should  be  some  combination  of  the  most 
unworthy  portion  of  the  Whig  party  with  the  present  Go¬ 
vernment,  for  the  sake  of  carrying  that  Bill.  It  would  be 
a  great  misfortune  to  us  if  any  such  thing  should  happen. 
But  that  misfortune  would  be  but  temporary.  It  would  be 
a  fatal  act  on  the  part  of  the  Whig  party  to  take  any  such 
course  as  that.  They  would  bring  about  this  great  result, — 
that  the  aristocracy  who  were  wholly  opposed  to  free  Par¬ 
liaments  in  this  country,  would  sit  on  one  side  of  the  House, 
and  that  we,  who  may  be  considered  of  the  more  Democratic 
party,  would  take  our  seats  on  the  other  side  of  the  House. 
But  I  will  undertake  to  say  that  if  that  division  should  once 
take  place  in  Parliament,  every  election  would  increase  the 
power  of  the  Democratic  section  j  and  that  the  remembrance 
of  the  treason  to  the  people  which  would  be  effected  by 
conduct  such  as  this  would  create  an  animosity  towards  the 
ruling  class,  against  which  I  believe  they  would  be  wholly 
unable  to  contend. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  of  the  observations  I  in¬ 
tended  to  offer  you  upon  these  questions.  Of  myself  I  must 
add  one  or  two  words.  My  position  in  reference  to  this 
question  is  just  now,  as  you  know,  one  of  heavy  respon¬ 
sibility.  I  feel  it  to  be  so.  I  know  it  to  be  so.  I  have 
been  requested  by  those  who  believed  they  represented  a 
large  amount  of  public  opinion,  to  undertake  the  prepaiation 
of  a  Bill  to  be  submitted  to  the  House  of  Commons  during 
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the  coming-  session.  I  have  not  soug-ht  the  office.  I  did 
everything-  I  could  to  decline  it,  without  being-  g-uilty  of  an 
absolute  desertion  of  what  appeared  to  be  my  duty.  I  am 
told  —  some  that  are  not  friends  of  mine  and  some  that  are 
my  friends  tell  me — that  I  hazard  whatever  little  reputation 
I  have  with  the  public  in  taking-  this  course.  If  it  be  so, 
I  can  only  say  that  the  creation  or  the  sustaining  of  a  repu¬ 
tation  has  never  been  the  great  motive  in  my  political  life. 
I  have  said  before,  and  every  day  I  am  more  sensible  of  it, 
how  ill  qualified  I  am,  in  many  respects,  for  the  work  which 
I  have  undertaken,  and  I  am  more  and  more  sensible  of  the 
almost  insurmountable  obstacles  which  lie  in  the  path  before 
me.  But  I  know  that  the  cause  is  a  just  cause.  I  know 
that  its  success  is  necessary  to  the  great  future  of  this 
country ;  and  I  am  perfectly  certain  that,  sooner  or  later,  it 
must  prevail.  From  this  platform  I  do  not  speak  to  you 
only — I  speak  to  all  my  countrymen.  If  they  wish  for 
Reform, — if  they  think  me  honest,  informed,  capable  on  this 
question — if  they  have  any  confidence  in  those  with  whom 
I  am  associated,  —  then  let  them  meet  in  their  cities,  their 
towns,  their  villages, — in  country  parishes  even,  where  free 
speech  is  not  forbidden, — let  them  meet  and  speak ;  let  them 
resolve,  and  let  them  petition.  If  they  do  this,  I  think  I 
can  promise  them  that  before  long  they  will  be  in  full  pos¬ 
session  and  in  free  exercise  of  those  political  rights,  which 
are  not  more  necessary  to  their  national  interests  than  they 
are  consistent  with  the  principles  of  their  boasted  Consti¬ 
tution. 
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[Mr.  Bright  visited  Scotland,  and  spoke  at  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow  in  the 
winter  of  1858,  on  the  subject  of  Parliamentary  Reform.  At  the  same  time 
he  drew  up  a  Bill,  for  the  amendment  of  the  representation,  the  main 
features  of  which  were — the  borough  franchise  was  conferred  on  all  who 
were  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  on  all  lodgers  who  paid  a  rent  of 
ten  pounds  ;  no  more  freemen  were  to  be  created  ;  and  the  county  franchise 
was  reduced  to  10Z.  rental.  The  Bill  put  the  returning  officer’s  expenses  on 
the  county  or  borough  rate ;  prescribed  that  votes  should  be  taken  by 
ballot;  disfranchised  fifty-six  English,  twenty-one  Scotch,  and  nine  Irish 
boroughs  ;  and  took  away  one  Member  from  thirty-four  other  boroughs. 
The  seats  obtained  by  these  disfranchisements  were  to  be  distributed  accord¬ 
ing  to  population  among  the  larger  towns,  counties,  and  divisions  of  counties 
in  the  United  Kingdom.  The  Bill  was  not  brought  into  Parliament,  but 
the  provisions  of  it  were  well  known,  and  discussed  at  the  time.] 

When  I  look  upon  these  great  meetings,  at  several  of  which 
I  have  been  permitted  recently  to  be  present,  I  cannot  help 
asking  myself,  What  is  the  question— what  is  the  matter— 
which  appears  to  be  stirring  to  their  very  innermost  depths 
the  hearts  of  my  countrymen  ?  Is  it  some  sudden  frenzy, 
some  fanaticism  which  wise  men  must  rather  be  sorry  for 
than  rejoice  over?  Is  it  some  phantom  which  you  pursue 
and  never  overtake  ?  Judging  by  the  looks  of  expectation  and 
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hope — even  of  assurance  of  success — which  light  up  the 
countenances  of  so  many  before  me,  I  must  believe  you  have 
at  least  some  great  and  worthy  object  which  has  brought  us 
together.  I  believe  no  more  worthy  object  can  assemble  the 
citizens  of  any  free  nation ;  for  here  we  are  met  to  discuss  the 
great  question  of  Constitutional  Reform,  and  to  consider  how 
far  it  may  be  possible  to  confirm  and  give  greater  permanence 
and  security  to  whatsoever  portion  of  liberty  we  have  derived 
from  our  forefathers.  Let  me  remind  you  that  when  you 
discuss  questions  connected  with  the  House  of  Commons,  you 
are  discussing  that  branch  of  the  Legislature  which  is  far  the 
most  important  to  liberty — without  which,  in  fact,  liberty 
cannot  exist.  You  may  have  liberty  with  a  monarchy,  as  you 
have  in  this  country,  but  you  may  have  a  monarchy  without 
liberty,  as  you  see  in  many  other  countries  of  Europe.  You 
may  have  liberty,  as  we  have  here,  even  with  a  portion  of  the 
legislative  power  in  the  hand  of  hereditary  legislators ;  but 
you  might  have  hereditary  legislators  and  no  liberty  whatever. 
But  that  branch  of  the  Legislature  which  we  are  about  to 
discuss  is  not  only  consistent  with  the  existence  of  liberty, 
but  it  is  inseparable  in  this  country  from  the  existence  of 
liberty. 

One  of  the  greatest  men,  one  of  the  brightest  names  in  the 
muster-roll  of  English  worthies — the  illustrious  founder  of 
the  colony  and  province  of  Pennsylvania — gives  this  definition 
of  freedom.  He  says,  ‘  That  is  a  free  country  where  the  laws 
rule,  and  where  the  people  are  parties  to  the  making  of  the 
laws/  And  we  are  assembled  to-night,  I  hope,  in  the  full 
understanding  of  the  magnitude  of  the  question  before  us, 
and  with  the  resolve  in  our  hearts  that  we  will,  if  we  can,  by 
the  extension  and  improvement  of  our  representative  system, 
confirm  and  secure  permanently,  as  far  as  lies  in  our  power, 
that  which  is  the  greatest  guarantee  of  freedom  which  we  in 
this  country  possess.  Now,  in  the  discussion  of  this  question, 
we  are  in  a  very  different  position  from  that  in  which  we 
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found  ourselves  when  I  was  here  before.  It  is  generally  con¬ 
ceded  that  the  figures  are  all  on  our  side.  You  recollect  that, 
twelve  or  fourteen  years  ago,  there  were  orators  almost  innu¬ 
merable  going-  about  the  country — there  were  some  scores  of 
them — who  attacked  us  with  figures  without  end  on  the  policy 
of  Protection.  I  do  not  intend  to  dig  up  these  from  the 
oblivion  which  the  orators  themselves  now  wish  they  should 
be  buried  in,  but  I  turn  to  them  for  the  purpose  of  pointing 
out  that  nobody  gets  up  to  tell  us,  and  to  prove  from  the 
multiplication  table,  that  the  people  are  fairly  represented  in 
the  House  of  Commons. 

But  there  is  one  charge  brought  against  us  that  it  is  difficult 
to  escape  from.  I  am  told  that  I  use  the  same  figures  and 
facts  in  my  various  speeches.  What  should  I  be  told  if  I  used 
different  figures  and  facts  each  time  I  spoke  ?  It  is  the  same 
case  and  the  same  grievance,  and  I  speak  to  men  of  the 
same  order  on  each  occasion,  and  who  are  to  be  appealed  to 
and  roused  by  the  same  facts  and  statements,  and  therefore 
I  cannot  be  expected  to  say  something  wholly  different  to 
that  which  I  have  said  on  other  occasions.  For  instance,  if 
I  tell  you  that  the  whole  body  of  electors  of  the  United 
Kingdom  amounts  only  to  one-sixth  portion  of  the  whole 
adult  men  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  if  I  tell  you  that 
one-sixth  of  these  electors — that  is,  one  thirty- sixth  of  the 
adult  men  of  the  United  Kingdom— return  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  Members  of  the  House  of  Commons,  I  shall  find  it 
difficult  to  convey  a  clear  idea  of  that  fact,  unless  I  make 
that  statement ;  and  although  I  may  grieve  our  terrible  critics, 
who  watch  over  everything  which  I  say,  yet  I  am  bound  to 
explain  this  matter  to  my  countrymen,  wherever  I  meet  them, 
and  whenever  they  are  willing  to  hear.  Putting  that  state¬ 
ment  into  another  form,  we  have  at  least  six  millions  of  grown 
men  in  the  United  Kingdom,  yet  we  have  not  more  than  one 
million  who  have  votes,  and  I  find  by  the  Parliamentary 
returns  that  300,000  electors  of  that  million  return  more  than 
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half  of  the  Members  who  sit  in  the  House  of  Commons.  The 
fact  is,  that  it  is  easy  to  show  that  the  electoral  body  is  so 
grouped  and  managed,  and  the  whole  machine  is  so  inge¬ 
niously  contrived,  that  almost  the  whole  objects  for  which 
such  an  assembly  should  exist  are  frustrated  under  the  system 
which  prevails  among  us. 

There  is  another  illustration  which  has  occurred  to  me.  I 
have  imagined  that  all  the  men  over  twenty-one  years  of  age 
of  the  United  Kingdom  were  assembled  on  Salisbury  Plain, 
or,  not  to  go  so  far,  in  some  wild  and  desolate  part  of  your 
own  country,  although  I  should  hesitate  to  take  you  there 
even  in  imagination,  for  fear  we  should  be  charged  with 
disturbing  those  sacred  animals,  the  grouse  and  the  deer. 
But  for  the  sake  of  this  illustration,  we  will  imagine  ourselves 
so  assembled,  and  that  the  framers  of  our  Parliamentary 
arrangements  address  these  six  millions  of  men,  and  say  to 
five  millions  of  them — comprising  almost  the  whole  body  of 
the  working  classes,  and  a  large  portion  of  the  middle  classes 

they  say  to  them,  'We  do  nit  want  you,  you  may  return  to 
your  homes,  and  then  we  who  are  left  will  do  your  business 
for  you/  Well,  there  would  remain  a  million  who  would 
compose  the  electoral  body.  Let  us  make  another  separation. 
Take  all  the  boroughs  which  compose  the  metropolis  of  the 
kingdom,  seven  great  boroughs,  and  their  seven  great  consti¬ 
tuencies;  then  add  to  them  the  constituencies  of  the  seven 
next  largest  boroughs — Liverpool,  Glasgow,  Manchester,  Bir¬ 
mingham,  Leeds,  Dublin,  and  Edinburgh.  It  would  require 
you  to  take  200,000  from  this  million  to  form  the  consti¬ 
tuencies  of  London  and  the  other  great  constituencies.  And 
when  you  have  formed  them,  you  would  find  they  were 
permitted  to  return  thirty  Members  to  the  English  Parlia¬ 
ment.  But  in  another  part  of  the  plain  you  find  200,000 
men  taken  out  of  the  group,  and  they  are  permitted  to 
return  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  Members  to  the  House 
of  Commons. 
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We  see  at  a  glance  that  although  Parliament  must 
do  something  when  it  is  sitting,  and  must  pass,  sometimes 
bad  and  sometimes  good  measures,  and  the  good  ones  with 
difficulty,  we  cannot  but  be  sensible  that,  not  as  a  machine 
for  carrying  out  views  on  particular  questions,  but  for  sustain¬ 
ing  the  character  of  the  country  in  the  Legislature,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  devise  any  plan  more  clumsy  and  more 
untrustworthy  with  reference  to  the  purpose  for  which  it 
exists.  Those  boroughs  which  I  have  mentioned,  namely, 
Manchester  and  the  other  seven  great  cities,  have  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  nearly  3,000,000,  and  yet  they  only  return  thirty 
Members  to  the  House  of  Commons.  Of  these  200,000 
electors  you  have  not  heard  the  last.  You  do  not  know  so 
much  of  it  in  Scotland  as  we  do  in  England.  Those  200,000 
we  left  together  are  in  groups,  and  are  scattered  up  and  down 
the  country— many  in  Ireland— very  many  in  England— with 
constituencies  as  low  as  eighty-six  in  number,  and  others, 
a  considerable  number,  with  two  hundred  and  three  hundred 
electors.  The  bulk  of  these  have  only  a  small  body  of  electors 
compared  with  the  large  towns  and  constituencies.  Now, 
when  you  have  a  small  number  of  men  together  they  can 
hardly  keep  themselves  warm,  and  they  cannot  preserve  their 
independence  ;  and  the  nobles  or  landholders,  and  two  or  three 
lawyers,  or  two  or  three  anybodies,  who  choose  to  combine 
and  act  with  a  fair  amount  of  unity  and  subtlety,  will  control 
the  representation  of  these  small  boroughs— and  the  Members 
who  go  up  to  the  House  of  Commons  from  them  are  often, 
and  generally,  not  earnest  men,  not  anxious  to  carry  out  any 
great  public  principle,  or  any  principle  at  all ;  for  the  House 
of  Commons  is  a  convenient  club,  and  a  nice  lounge,  and 
affords  a  pleasant  means  of  filling  up  their  time;  and  the  most 
of  them  being  men  of  no  business,  they  still  want  something 
respectable  to  be  engaged  in,  that  they  may  pretend  not  to  be 
absolutely  idle. 

Well,  it  follows  from  all  this  that  the  general  result  of 


58 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


DEC.  21, 


what  we  call  our  Parliamentary  representation  is  not  found 
efficient  as  the  guard  of  our  national  interests.  It  does 
not  respond  with  any  heartiness  or  any  willingness  to  the 
aspirations  of  the  people  for  better  government,  but  it  is 
found  to  he  in  sympathy — not  with  you,  but — with  the  ruling 
class,  and  is  infinitely  more  careful  to  preserve  monopolies  and 
privileges  than  the  general  rights  of  the  great  body  of  the 
nation. 

But  to-morrow  morning,  somebody  who  is  probably  now, 
or  will  soon  be  sitting  pen  in  hand,  will  say,  with  a  show  of 
reason,  that  I  am  arguing  entirely  upon  the  question  of  the 
magnitude  of  populations.  That  is  not  true;  but  still  he  may 
assert,  that,  in  a  country  like  this,  numbers  simply  should 
not  decide  this  great  question,  and  he  will  say  that  property 
ought  to  be  taken  into  consideration  as  w7ell  as  population. 
Well,  let  us  test  the  worth  of  that  appeal.  Take  your  two 
foremost  cities,  and  compare  them  with  other  cities  which 
enjoy  an  unfair  share  of  the  representation.  Let  us  take 
your  two  cities  of  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow.  I  have  the 
taxable  property  of  these  two  cities.  Take  Schedule  A  of  the 
income  and  property  tax,  which  means  lands  and  buildings, 
things  which  you  can  see,  and  take  Schedule  D,  which  means 
profits  on  trades  and  the  income  of  professions — then  the 
taxable  property  of  these  two  cities  is  7,800,000 1.,  leaving  out 
odd  sums.  There  are  one  hundred  and  one  boroughs  in  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  whose  taxable  property  is  7,434,00 o!., 
some  350,000^.  less  than  the  taxable  property  of  Edinburgh 
and  Glasgow.  But,  then,  which  has  most  of  the  representa¬ 
tion  ?  The  larger  amount  of  that  taxable  property  returns 
altogether  only  four  Members  to  the  House  of  Commons, 
and  those  other  boroughs,  with  the  smaller  amount  of  taxable 
property,  no  less  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  Members 
to  that  House.  Let  me  make  this  explanation  on  the  Bill 
which  Lord  John  Russell,  acting  in  Lord  Aberdeen^  Govern¬ 
ment,  brought  before  Parliament  in  1854,  and  which  did  not 
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become  law.  He  proposed  to  disfranchise  all  boroughs  with 
populations  less  than  5000,  and  where  the  number  of  electors 
was  less  than  three  hundred.  Now,  I  believe  if  the  line  is  drawn 
at  7000,  it  will  leave  this  amazing  disparity,  that  7,800,000 /. 
of  taxable  property  will  be  represented  by  four  Members,  and 
that  a  smaller  amount  of  taxable  property  will  be  still  re¬ 
presented  by  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  Members  in  the  pre¬ 
sent  House  of  Commons.  Take  another  illustration  on  that 
point,  namely,  the  annual  sums  paid  by  the  people  of  Edinburgh 
and  Glasgow  in  taxes,  including  income-tax  and  property-tax 
in  the  two  Schedules  referred  to ;  including  also  house-duty, 
assessed  taxes,  land-tax,  and  the  whole  of  those  direct  taxes 
paid  by  the  population  of  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow, — the 
amount  is  556,000/.,  represented  by  four  Members  ;  while  the 
sum  which  the  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  Members  repre¬ 
sent  in  the  annual  direct  taxes  paid  by  their  constituents  is 
568,000/.,  being  11,000/.  more  than  is  paid  by  the  populations 
of  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow.  In  short,  my  investigations  lead 
me  to  this  conclusion,  that  whether  we  take  numbers,  or 
industry  and  wealth,  or  what  Ave  comprehend  as  political 
independence— I  do  not  care  by  what  test  you  try  it. — you 
come  to  the  same  startling,  the  same  impressive  result,  that 
these  great  populations  and  great  interests  are  most  inade¬ 
quately  represented  in  the  House  of  Commons  under  our 

present  system  of  representation. 

Well,  having  got  thus  far,  we  must  have  a  change ;  and 
the  question  is,  what  change  ?  I  have  a  great  suspicion  of 
those  men  who  profess  great  anxiety  for  something  to  be 
done,  but  who  constantly  assail  those  who  are  attempting 
to  do  something.  You  are  aware  that  less  than  two  months 
ago  I  had  the  privilege  of  addressing  on  two  occasions 
very  large  meetings  of  the  constituency  of  Birmingham. 
You  remember  the  howl  of  astonishment  which  arose.  I  do 
not  complain  of  the  Tory  papers,  because  they  are  labouring 
in  their  always  unsuccessful  vocation;  but  ot  that  which 
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was  set  up  by  papers  calling  themselves  Liberal,  but  which 
are  written  by  men  who  seem  to  be  manacled  by  the  triumph 
of  1832,  but  who  are  not  so  far  advanced  now  as  at  the 
time  of  the  Reform  Bill.  I  say  to  any  of  you  who  read 
leading  articles,  and  who  invariably  believe  them — and  I 
have  not  the  slightest  doubt  that  this  kind  of  faith  may  be 
prevalent  among  some  here — it  is  impossible,  I  believe,  for 
anybody  to  compare  the  speech  at  Birmingham  with  that 
at  Manchester,  or  the  two  speeches  with  the  speech  in 
Edinburgh,  and  to  discover  the  slightest  possible  abandon¬ 
ment  of  any  one  single  sentiment  that  I  uttered  on  the  first 
occasion.  Do  these  men  suppose  that  I  have  the  effrontery 
to  stand  before  many  thousands  of  my  countrymen,  after  days 
and  weeks  of  notice  that  I  am  to  appear  before  them,  and 
that  I  come,  then,  to  speak  merely  the  temper,  the  passion, 
and  the  sentiments  of  the  hour?  They  little  know,  if  they 
dream  of  this,  the  sense  of  responsibility  under  which,  I  think, 
every  man  should  speak  who  offers  himself  on  any  occasion 
as  the  expounder  of  the  opinions,  or  to  be  the  guide  of  the 
deliberations,  of  his  countrymen. 

Nearly  thirty  years  ago  the  sentiments  that  I  have  uttered 
upon  this  great  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform  were  pro¬ 
claimed  to  thousands  of  our  countrymen  by  Lord  Durham. 
My  opinions  with  regard  to  the  franchise  are  not  novel. 
I  stated  in  Manchester  that  they  were  but  the  opinions 
which  Mr.  Fox  and  Lord  Grey  proposed  to  the  House  of 
Commons  in  1797.  I  am  no  conjuror,  I  have  no  specific 
for  national  happiness,  I  offer  you  nothing  made  up  of 
conundrums  and  tricks,  but  I  bring  before  you  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  a  rational  and  substantial  project  for  the  arrange¬ 
ment  of  our  representation,  which,  I  venture  to  say,  has  had, 
during  the  last  sixty  years,  the  sanction  and  approval  of  many 
of  the  greatest  minds  and  of  the  greatest  patriots  of  our 
country.  Well,  then,  what  is  this  change  which  is  to  swamp 
everybody,  and  that  men  stand  aghast  at?  Is  it  that  the 
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elective  franchise,  which  is  now,  both  in  England  and  Scot¬ 
land,  confined,  in  boroughs,  to  occupiers  of  a  house  valued 
at  io L,  should  he  lowered  so  as  to  take  in,  in  reality,  all  the 
persons  who  are  householders  and  occupiers  of  premises  which 
are  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  ?  Your  system  of  rating 
is  much  more  modern  in  Scotland  than  ours  in  England,  hut 
I  learn  that,  with  two  or  three  inconsiderable  exceptions,  it  is 
now  become  uniform  throughout  the  whole  of  your  country. 
The  main  reason  that  I  propose  this  franchise  is  this.  Unfor¬ 
tunately  in  this  country — I  mean  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland 
— there  is  a  very  large  class,  which  constantly  requires  the 
assistance  of  their  fellow-men.  There  must  needs  he  levied 
throughout  the  kingdom,  a  rate  that  does  not  amount  to  less 
— at  least,  in  1856,  it  amounted  to  more — than  the  enormous 
sum  of  7,000,0001,  raised  for  the  express  purpose  of  giving 
relief  to  the  poor.  Now,  I  think  there  is  not  one  of  your 
artisans  who,  in  his  walk  of  life,  works  hard  from  morning  till 
night,  six  days  in  the  week,  who  may  have  heavy  demands  at 
home  in  his  own  family,  who  is  called  upon  to  perform  all  the 
duties  of  citizenship,  who  is  called  upon  also  to  contribute 
from  his  own  earnings  to  the  support  of  some  feeble,  some 
sick,  it  may  be  some  dissolute  and  profligate  man,  who  is  not 
able  to  support  himself, — I  think  there  is  not  one  of  these  who 
is  thus  called  upon  to  be  taxed  on  his  weekly  and  annual 
earnings  for  such  purposes,  that  has  not  some  claim  to  be 
considered  a  citizen,  and  to  be  admitted  to  the  rights  of 
citizenship. 

I  have  been  attacked,  I  am  told— for  I  have  not  had  time 
to  read  half  of  the  attacks  which  I  understand  have  been 
made  upon  me— I  have  been  attacked  as  having  been  guilty 
of  misrepresentation  in  stating  the  custom  m  England  with 
regard  to  the  question  of  the  franchise.  I  have  said  that  in 
England,  in  our  parochial  government,  in  Poor-law  Unions, 
and  in  our  municipal  governments,  the  system  of  rating  forms 
the  basis  of  the  elective  franchise;  and  I  could  see  no  reason 
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why  it  should  not  also  form  the  basis  of  the  franchise  in  the 
election  of  Members  of  Parliament.  I  am  tolcl  that  with 
regard  to  Poor-law  Unions,  and  in  some  cases  of  parishes, 
but  not  universally,  there  is  a  mode  of  voting  by  which  men 
give  votes  somewhat  in  proportion  to  their  property  in  the 
parish ;  where  one  man  can  give  one  vote,  and  another 
four  or  six  votes.  This  is  not  very  pleasant,  wherever  it  is 
practised,  to  those  having  a  smaller  number  of  votes ;  but  the 
defence  and  the  pretended  justification  of  it  is  that  this  is 
a  question  of  expenditure  in  the  immediate  locality,  in  the 
making  of  roads,  in  a  variety  of  objects  which  are  required 
to  be  attended  to  by  our  various  local  governments,  and 
that  it  might  possibly  end  in  throwing  a  great  inequality 
of  expenditure  and  taxation  upon  a  particular  number,  or 
on  a  few  individuals  in  parishes  or  districts  :  but  when  you 
come  to  the  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform,  where  not 
only  taxes  are  to  be  considered,  but  interests  and  personal 
rights,  and  not  taxes  only  and  personal  rights  only,  but  all 
questions  affecting  the  great  policy  of  the  country  both  at 
home  and  abroad,  I  say  it  would  be  to  cast  a  most  deadly 
and  ineradicable  insult  upon  the  working  classes  of  this 
country  if  anybody,  for  one  single  moment,  urged  that  I  should 
propose  to  give  six  votes  at  the  poll  for  a  Member  of 
Parliament,  while  an  operative  at  my  side  should  be  only 
allowed  to  give  one  vote.  Until  you  are  prepared  to  do  full 
justice  to  the  great  portion  of  the  unenfranchised  classes,  I 
would  advise  you  to  allow  matters  to  remain  as  they  are. 

I  am  sure  that  opinion  is  growing,  intelligence  is  growing, 
power  is  growing,  combination  is  growing’,  and  before  long 
it  will  be  seen  to  be  the  interest  of  all  those  who  value  the 
tranquillity  of  the  country  and  the  contentment  of  the  people, 
that  political  rights  should  be  widely  and  honestly  distributed 
among  all  classes  of  our  countrymen. 

There  is  one  other  question  of  the  suffrage  which,  I  believe, 

I  have  never  yet  touched  upon  in  any  preceding  speech,  that 
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is,  with  regard  to  the  possibility  of  conferring  the  franchise, 
in  some  shape  or  other,  upon  those  who  are  not  householders, 
and  are  not  rated,  but  are  what  are  called  lodgers.  In 
England  we  have  no  such  franchise;  in  Scotland  you  have. 
A  person  may  live  in  lodgings,  for  which  he  pays,  when 
unfurnished,  the  sum  of  io l.  per  annum,  which  is  the  rental 
required  for  houses  to  give  a  vote.  In  such  a  case  that 
lodger  can  claim  to  have  his  name  put  upon  the  register,  and 
I  am  told  that  in  Edinburgh  about  thirty  persons  are  enrolled 
who  are  in  that  condition.  If  that  be  so,  I  suppose  there 
cannot  be  a  difficulty  in  reducing  the  sum  to  some  smaller 
amount,  which  shall  become  in  some  degree  accordant  with 
the  principle  of  a  general  franchise,  so  based  as  to  place 
persons  of  this  description  on  the  electoral  register. 

We  come  now  to  the  question  of  the  county  franchise,  in 
which  we  have  in  England  a  great  advantage  over  you  in  Scot¬ 
land.  Here  the  limit  is  a  io l.  property  and  a  50 1.  occupation 
franchise;  but  in  England  we  have  freehold  franchise  as  low 
as  40s.  a-year.  I  think  he  would  be  a  most  fastidious  mortal 
indeed  who  thought  that  the  constitution  of  the  British  Empire 
and  the  safety  of  anybody  would,  in  the  smallest  degree,  be 
jeopardised  by  extending  the  405.  franchise  to  Scotland. 

One  has  to  go  with  remarkable  precision  over  the  various 
topics  of  this  great  question,  for  if,  by  any  chance,  I  say  any¬ 
thing  that  is  not  fully  explained,  it  is  sure  to  be  explained  in 
a  manner  favourable  to  some  inconsistency,  and  if  any  point  is 
omitted  it  is  generally  insinuated  that  I  have  seen  reason  to 
change  my  opinions.  In  Edinburgh,  my  voice  was  very  bad 
and  the  room  was  densely  crowded,  and  I  was  anxious  not  to 
make  a  long  speech,  and  I  said  nothing  on  the  question  of 
the  Ballot.  It  was  instantly  supposed  that  I  did  not  hold  the 
same  opinions  111  Edinburgh  that  I  did  in  Manchester  and 
Birmingham.  We  will  not  altogether  leave  out  the  Ballot  to¬ 
night.  If  the  franchise  in  your  boroughs  be  reduced  so  much 
as  to  double  the  whole  number  of  your  electors,  and  if  it  be 
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reduced  so  much  in  your  counties  as  to  increase  by,  probably, 
more  than  one-half  all  the  number  of  electors  in  those  counties, 
I  think,  if  there  be  any  call  now  for  the  adoption  of  the 
Ballot,  that  call  will  be  more  strong  and  imperative  after  such 
a  change  in  the  franchise  has  been  made.  I  am  quite  certain 
that  in  the  district  I  came  from,  the  county  of  Lancaster,  there 
is  but  one  opinion  on  this  point  amongst  the  great  body  of 
those  persons  who  are  hoping,  by  any  Reform  Bill,  to  be 
admitted  within  the  pale  of  the  Constitution  of  this  country. 
I  think  that  they  would  to  a  very  large  extent  implore  the 
House  of  Commons  not  to  confer  upon  them  the  right  of  the 
franchise,  unless  they  conferred  upon  them  also  the  power 
which,  I  believe,  the  Ballot  alone  would  give  them,  of  exercising 
that  franchise  in  accordance  with  their  own  convictions. 

I  cannot  comprehend  why  any  man  should  oppose  the 
Ballot.  I  can  understand  its  importance  being  exaggerated, 
but  I  cannot  understand  the  man  who  thinks  it  would  be 
likely  to  inflict  injury  upon  the  country.  Every  good  in¬ 
fluence,  every  legitimate  influence,  would  still  exist.  The  rich 
man  would  still  be  rich  and  would  still  be  powerful;  in  the 
nature  of  things  it  must  be  so.  The  educated  man,  the 
intellectual  man,  the  benevolent  man,  the  man  of  religious 
and  saintly  life,  would  continue  to  exercise  a  most  beneficent 
influence,  which  the  Ballot,  I  believe,  would  not  in  the 
slightest  degree  impair ;  but  the  influence  of  the  landlord,  of 
the  creditor,  of  the  customer — the  influence  of  the  strong  and 
unscrupulous  mind  over  the  feeble  and  the  fearful  —  that 
influence  would  be  as  effectually  excluded  as  I  believe  it  could 
be  by  any  human  contrivance  whatsoever. 

But  there  is  another  aspect  of  the  question  of  the  Ballot, 
which  I  think  is  more  important  than  its  political  one,  that  is, 
its  moral  aspect.  How  would  canvassing  be  conducted  under 
the  Ballot  ?  I  do  not  know  how  you  conduct  the  canvassing  of 
electors  in  this  great  city ;  I  suppose  it  is  not  accurately  con¬ 
ducted  at  all ;  but  I  will  tell  you  how  it  is  managed  in  small 
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and  moderate  boroughs  in  England.  The  candidate  goes  to  see 
as  many  electors  as  possible.  In  calling  on  any  particular 
elector,  the  canvassers  endeavour  to  find  out  his  employer,  his 
landlord,  some  one  who  has  lent  him  money,  or  done  a  kindness 
to  some  of  his  friends,  or  who  has  some  influence  over  him,  and 
half  a  dozen  meet  together,  and  though  there  may  be  nothing 
said,  the  elector  knows  very  well  there  is  somebody  in  that 
small  number  who  has  done  him  a  benefit  for  which  he 
expects  a  return,  somebody  who  has  power  over  him  and  who 
expects  to  be  obeyed,  and  while  the  object  is  professedly 
that  of  a  canvass,  it  is  little  better  than  a  demonstration  of 
force  and  tyranny.  Every  man  who,  for  want  of  the  Ballot, 
votes  contrary  to  his  convictions,  is  a  demoralized  and  de¬ 
graded  man.  If  not  so  before,  he  would  feel  it  necessary,  for 
the  sustaining  of  his  character,  that  he  should  turn  round  and 
belie  the  principles  that  he  has  up  to  that  moment  held  and 
declared — and  assert  that  he  holds  contrary  principles  now, 
and  therefore  did  not  vote  against  the  convictions  of  his 
conscience.  There  is  no  portion — I  can  assure  this  meeting 
there  is  not  one  of  the  propositions  for  Reform  that  have 
been  submitted  to  the  public  — there  is  no  other  portion 
that  is  received  with  such  unanimity,  such  enthusiasm  of 
resolution,  throughout  all  the  meetings  in  England,  as  the 
proposition  that  the  Ballot  shall  form  a  portion  of  the  coming 
Reform. 

We  come  now  to  that  question  which,  after  all,  is  more 
difficult  than  any  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  much 
more  difficult  of  obtaining  or  carrying  through  Parliament — 
viz.  the  determination  as  to  the  mode  in  which  Members 
shall  in  future  be  allotted  to  electors  and  constituencies.  I 
presume  that  any  Reform  Bill  will  draw  some  line,  and  below 
that  line  will  disfranchise  a  number  of  boroughs,  assuming 
their  population  to  be  too  small,  and  the  number  of  electors 
too  limited,  and  the  interests  too  circumscribed,  to  justify 
them  m  returning  a  Member  to  Parliament,  and  the  moie 
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of  these  boroughs  that  are  thus  cut  off,  the  larger  number 
of  members  or  seats  will  Parliament  have  to  distribute 
among  other  constituencies.  Now,  what  shall  be  done 
with  such  a  borough  as  Glasgow  ?  Are  you  content  to  go 
on  with  your  brethren  in  Edinburgh,  with  a  population 
approaching  to  half  a  million — will  you  go  on  contentedly 
returning  only  four  Members  to  the  House  of  Commons  to 
represent  your  vast  and  annually  increasing  interests  and  popu¬ 
lation,  whilst  a  population  no  greater  than  yours  shall  re¬ 
turn,  as  the  case  may  be,  fifty,  eighty,  or  a  hundred  Members 
elsewhere  ?  You  are  not  the  lovers  of  freedom  I  take  you  to 
be — you  do  not  understand  the  question  as  well  as  I  am 
satisfied  you  do — you  have  not  resolved  to  brace  yourselves 
up  for  this  great  contest,  as  I  hope  this  night  you  will — if 
you  are  content  to  go  on  in  the  same  condition  of  things 
under  which  you  have  been  for  some  time  past.  I  am  not 
about  to  state  what  I  think  is  the  limit  that  ought  to 
be  taken.  Lord  John  Russell  would  not  continue  repre¬ 
sentation  to  boroughs  with  a  population  under  5,000. 
Others  have  proposed  that  in  the  case  of  boroughs  with 
a  population  under  10,000  they  should  be  merged  in  the 
counties,  and  the  electors  in  boroug'hs  become  electors  in 
counties, — which  would  be  a  vast  improvement  to  the 
county  representation.  I  will  leave  this  point,  for  I  believe 
that  with  regard  to  my  Bill  it  is  not  a  settled  question, 
and  X  do  not  know  the  intentions  of  the  Government  or 
of  anybody  else  who  may  take  a  prominent  part  in  in¬ 
troducing  any  measure  to  the  House  of  Commons  and  the 
country. 

Now,  bear  in  mind,  it  is  possible  to  make  great  changes  in 
the  representation  without  the  smallest  improvement.  At 
a  dinner  you  may  go  from  one  bad  dish  to  another;  you 
may  go  from  one  unpleasant  street  to  another,  from  one 
unprofitable  business  to  another ;  you  may  make  a  very 
important  change  in  respect  to  the  franchise  without  any 
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sensible  relief ;  and  it  is  precisely  thus  we  must  warn 
each  other  about  these  points  of  Reform,  because  it  is 
quite  possible  that  the  Government,  hampered  by  their 
own  prejudices  and  dispositions,  hampered  by  their  fol¬ 
lowers,  and  conscious  that  there  are  some  of  their  opponents 
who  do  not  want  much  Reform ;  it  is  quite  possible  that 
Government  may  attempt  a  measure  which,  while  seeming1 
to  reform,  will  leave  the  state  of  the  representation  quite  as 
unsatisfactory  as  at  present.  Thus,  I  maintain,  there  can  be 
no  Reform  except  on  such,  or  on  something  like  the  basis 
which  I  have  endeavoured  to  lay  down ;  and  I  state  this  the 
moi’e  particularly  because  I  am  anxious  that  all  my  country¬ 
men  who  have  not  investigated  the  question  shall,  when  any 
measure  is  really  before  them,  be  in  a  condition  to  form  an 
intelligent  opinion  of  it  At  present  the  great  body  of  the 
working  classes  of  the  country  are  excluded,  and  I  have 
shown  you,  from  the  mode  in  which  electors  are  crippled  and 
managed,  that  the  great  body  of  the  middle  classes,  .if  not 
excluded,  are  so  arranged  that  they  may  be  said  to  be 
almost  altogether  defrauded.  I  want  to  know  why  the 
working1  classes  and  the  middle  classes  and  I  wish  we 
had  no  such  terms,  or  that  we  had  some  better  terms, 
but  I  mean  by  them  all  those  persons  who  compose  the 
vast  population  of  the  country  below  the  great  privileged 
and  titled  classes  of  society — I  want  to  know  why  they 
should  not  all  unite  fairly  in  behalf  of  the  great  measure  of 
political  Reform  to  which  we  are  looking  forward?  Depend 
upon  it  a  real  measure  of  Reform  is  as  much  wanted  for  the 
security  and  for  the  welfare  of  the  middle  classes  of  society  as 
it  is  for  the  operative  classes. 

There  is  a  great  attempt  constantly  made  to  frighten 
the  middle  classes.  They  are  told  that  working-men  will  not 
be  inclined  to  listen  to  the  advice  of  those  above  them  in 
condition,  circumstances,  and  education.  Some  of  you  recol¬ 
lect  forty  years  ago,  when  such  a  thing  as  a  public  political 
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meeting"  could  not  be  held  in  Scotland.  The  ruling  classes 
then  held  that  political  meetings  were  dangerous,  that  they 
were  absolutely  treasonable,  that  public  tranquillity  and  the 
security  of  Government  were  impossible  if  Englishmen  and 
Scotchmen  were  permitted  to  meet  and  discuss  public  affairs. 
But  Reform  was  carried,  and  after  many  years'  experience  of 
it,  we  find  that  public  tranquillity  is  more  firmly  established 
now  than  at  any  former  period  of  the  history  of  this 
country.  Twenty-seven  years  ago  the  Reform  Bill  passed. 
What  said  the  great  peers  then,  some  of  whom  appear  to 
have  been  recently  startled  from  their  somnolent  security  ? 
What  did  they  say  ?  They  said  the  King's  Government  could 
not  be  carried  on,  and  that  from  the  time  when  that  mode¬ 
rate  but  great  measure  of  Reform  was  passed  there  would  be 
an  end  of  the  greatness  and  glory  of  this  powerful  nation. 
But  what  has  been  the  result?  Every  one  of  these  predic¬ 
tions  has  been  utterly  falsified.  Twelve  or  fourteen  years  ago, 
when  I  was  here  last,  what  did  they  tell  us  of  that  simple 
measure  of  the  repeal  of  the  Corn-laws  ?  One  g-reat  Peer 
told  us  that  he  should  leave  the  country ;  and  one  of  the 
labourers  who  was  at  the  meeting  asked,  would  his  lordship 
take  his  land  along  with  him?  And  we  are  told  that  not 
agriculture  alone,  but  manufactures,  and  all  the  commerce  of 
the  country  would  be  crippled  if  not  destroyed,  and  that  your 
splendid  river,  bearing  the  leviathans  of  noble  architecture 
constructed  on  its  banks,  would  return  to  its  former  state  of 
a  small  and  pleasant  stream, — and,  I  suppose,  that  men  could 
catch  trout  and  salmon  from  the  bridge  that  crossed  it. 
This  kind  of  argument  is  what  Jeremy  Bentham  has  happily 
described  as  the  hobgoblin  argument,  a  great  trick  now-a- 
days  to  frighten  people,  lest  they  should  do  themselves  some 
good. 

Yet  to  the  middle  classes — to  you,  who  twenty-seven  years 
ago  were  pronounced  utterly  unworthy  of  the  franchise, 
to  you  they  now  say,  ‘  You  are  the  bulwark  of  our 
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constitution/  You  can  live  in  a  10I.  house,  but  if  you 
go  below  to  9 L,  if  you  go  to  8/.,  if  you  go  to  *]l.,  the 
case  is  considered  had,  but  it  becomes  more  desperate  at 
61.  and  5/.,  and  the  rating  franchise  is  positively  revo¬ 
lutionary.  I  confess  I  do  not  believe  this.  The  number 
of  electors  under  this  rating  franchise  has  been  very 
much  exaggerated  by  those  who  have  not  examined  it.  It 
was  stated  at  a  meeting  in  Edinburgh  the  other  night,  by 
a  gentleman  whose  authority  will  not  be  disputed,  that  the 
franchise  that  I  propose  would  raise  the  number  of  electors 
in  Edinburgh  from  8,000  to  nearly  17,000.  I  presume 
that  in  your  city  you  have  a  greater  population  than  Edin¬ 
burgh  has ;  but  whatever  it  be,  I  am  satisfied  that  if  we 
are  to  take  any  step,  if  we  are  ever  to  change  our  repre¬ 
sentation,  I  say  to  every  man  of  the  middle  classes,  to  every 
man  who  wishes  for  the  stability  of  institutions, — I  say, 
let  us  treat  the  great  body  of  the  population  with  a  mag¬ 
nanimous  generosity;  that  our  fellow-countrymen  of  twenty 
years  hence  may  make  an  unanimous  acknowledgment  that 
generosity  in  the  year  1859  was  the  path  of  true  states¬ 
manship  and  of  wisdom. 

But  I  observe  in  some  newspaper,  I  am  not  sure  whether  it 
was  one  in  your  city, — it  is  said  that  I  have  failed  to  show  to 
the  working  classes  how  giving  them  a  vote  could  be  of  the 
smallest  advantage  to  them.  I  believe  that  it  would  be  of 
one  advantage  to  them  in  the  way  of  raising  their  self-respect. 
I  have  seen  thousands  of  men  who  have  no  votes,  at  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  candidates,  attending  polling-booths,  with  looks  of 
great  anxiety,  and  often  with  looks  of  great  dejection.  I 
believe  that  if  the  major  part  of  those  men  were  enfranchised, 
the  effect  upon  their  minds  and  morals  and  general  condition 
would  be  obvious  and  signal.  The  great  secret  of  raising  any 
man  who  has  been  brought  up  to  what  may  be  called  the 
inferior  occupations  of  life,  is  to  find  out  something  to 
increase  his  self-respect.  If  a  man  becomes  possessed  with 
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that  feeling1 — if  a  man  sees  any  way  among  his  fellow- 
workmen,  and  in  your  numerous  societies;  benevolent  or 
otherwise;  by  which  he  can  make  himself  of  use — you  will 
at  once  see  the  change  in  the  character  of  the  man,  and 
that  what  was  before  either  stupid  or  low  in  his  nature 
seems  to  be  removed  or  diminished;  and  you  will  find  that 
the  man  has  become  wiser;  and  nobler;  and  happier.  I  believe 
that  when  you  admit  the  general  body  of  our  artisans  upon 
the  roll  of  electors;  when  they  can  not  only  attend  nomina¬ 
tions  and  hold  up  their  hands  and  cheer  for  the  successful 
or  the  popular  candidate;  but  can  also  go  one  by  one  to  the 
polling-booth;  and  register  their  votes  for  the  man  who  shall 
represent  the  great  interests  of  Glasgow ;  my  honest;  con¬ 
scientious  opinion  is;  that  you  will  do  as  much  to  raise  their 
self-respect;  to  give  them  at  least  the  rudiments  and  elements 
of  the  higher  class  of  citizenship;  as  you  can  do  by  all  the 
other  means  that  you  now  have  in  operation  with  a  view  of 
improving  the  condition  of  the  working  classes. 

But  there  are  other  results  that  will  come  to  this  country 
in  case  you  ever  obtain  a  fair  representation  of  the  people. 
1  have  been  in  Scotland  a  good  deal  for  the  last  three 
or  four  years;  and  often  before  then.  I  have  found;  in 
travelling  over  your  country;  that  your  land  is  not  the  land  of 
the  people  of  Scotland;  but  that  it  is  in  a  position — in  a 
manner  exclusive — which  is  not  found  to  be  the  case  with 
regard  to  any  other  property.  It  is  found  in  the  possession 
— in  comparison  to  the  whole  body  of  the  people — of  a  small 
handful  of  proprietors.  Let  no  man  say  that  I  am  about  to 
assail  any  landed  proprietors  in  Scotland.  I  have  received 
many  courtesies  from  them;  and  not  a  few  courtesies  from  the 
most 'eminent  and  distinguished  among  them;  I  speak  only  of 
the  system  which  arises  from  a  Legislature  that  is  diametri¬ 
cally  opposed  to  all  the  great  principles  of  political  economy; 
which  we  and  you  struggled  for  so  many  years  to  place  on  our 
statute  books  in  the  shape  of  a  wiser  legislation  in  matters  of 
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trade.  Land  is  the  basis  of  your  industry.  Is  there  any 
reason  why  land  should  not  he  as  free  as  machinery,  or  ships, 
or  household  furniture,  or  cattle,  or  the  goods  and  manu¬ 
factures  in  your  warehouses  ?  If  freedom  be  the  law  of  right 
and  of  wisdom  with  respect  to  all  these  kinds  of  property, 
how  should  the  reverse  of  freedom  be  any  other  than  the  law 
of  mischief  and  injury  when  applied  to  land?  \ou  may 
travel — I  was  going  to  say,  ‘  from  the  rising  of  the  sun  to 
the  going  down  thereof'1 — on  some  single  estate  in  Scotland, 
north  or  south,  east  or  west — wherever  you  go  you  ask  whose 
land  you  are  on,  and  you  are  told  that  it  belongs  to  some 
marquis  or  some  duke.  They  are  happy  mortals,  it  will 
be  said,  who  possess  this  great  territory ;  and  so,  pro¬ 
bably,  they  would  be,  if  it  were  possible  for  any  man,  how¬ 
ever  well  disposed,  to  adequately  answer  the  responsibilities 
which  such  possessions  lay  upon  him.  You  find  on  these  vast 
estates  very  few  tenants,  and  generally  very  few  of  an  agri¬ 
cultural  population  at  all.  There  is  little  social  freedom,  there 
is  little  industrial  freedom,  and  there  is  still  less  political  free¬ 
dom  in  districts  such  as  those  which  I  am  describing.  I  do  not 
know  very  well  how  men  can  breathe  freely  when  they  find 
themselves  continually  on  a  soil  not  one  morsel  of  which 
they  can  call  their  own,  or  can  ever  hope  to  call  their  own, 
until  they  take  their  last  long  sleep  in  that  portion  of  it 
which  shall  finally.be  allotted  to  them. 

I  am  no  advocate  for  a  law  to  force  the  division  of  land. 
I  do  not  want  any  landlord  to  be  compelled  to  have  a  greater 
or  smaller  number  of  tenants ;  but  I  say  that  the  system  ol 
legislation  in  regard  to  primogeniture,  and  on  entails  and 
settlements,  which  is  intended  to  keep  vast  estates  in  one 
hand  through  successive  generations,  to  prevent  that  econo¬ 
mical  disposition  and  change  of  property  which  is  found 
so  advantageous  in  every  other  kind  of  property — I  say 
this  state  of  things  is  full  of  the  most  pernicious  conse¬ 
quences,  not  only  to  the  agricultural  classes,  but  to  all 
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other  classes  of  our  countrymen,  since  all  are  affected  by  it. 
I  recollect  one  evening  seeing  a  farmer  ride  away  from 
an  hotel  in  the  Highlands,  and  I  asked  his  name.  I  was 
told  that  he  was  a  farmer  in  some  neighbouring  glen, 
where  he  had  a  prodigious  farm ;  and  my  informant  said 
that  there  were  once  fourteen  good  farms  on  what  is  now 
one  farm,  and  that  each  of  the  fourteen  families  always 
managed  to  send  at  least  one  of  its  sons  to  obtain  a  first- 
class  University  education.  Now,  I  do  not  want  any  law 
to  strip  that  one  farmer  of  his  farm ;  but  the  law  which 
interferes  with  the  free  course  of  transactions  in  land, 
which  multiplies  and  keeps  up  these  vast  estates,  which 
gives  to  one  man  power  over  a  whole  territory,  whereby 
he  has  at  his  disposal  tenant  and  labourer  alike,  is  not 
such  a  law  as  is  consistent  with  that  freedom  to  which 
the  people  of  England  and  Scotland  are  entitled.  Your 
agricultural  labouring  population  have  no  chance  of  rising 
in  the  world.  They  can  come  to  Glasgow,  as  scores  of 
thousands  of  men  have  come  from  the  Highlands  and  from 
Ireland,  or,  forced  by  the  unfavourable  circumstances  in 
which  they  find  themselves,  they  may  become  exiles  from 
their  native  country,  and  form  colonies  in  the  far  Pacific,  or 
beyond  the  wide  Atlantic.  But  I  think  we  are  bound  as  free 
men — and  we  townsmen  are  especially  bound,  for  we  only 
have  the  power  to  take  the  initiative  in  this  great  question — 
we  are  bound,  so  far  as  we  are  able,  by  our  representatives  in 
Parliament  (and  I  have  no  doubt  it  will  be  one  of  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  a  real  Reform  Bill),  to  apply  those  great  principles 
of  political  economy,  which  are  the  gospel  and  the  charter  of 
industry,  as  fully  to  property  in  land  as  we  have  already 
applied  them  to  property  engaged  in  trade. 

There  is  another  point  to  which  I  must  call  your  attention 
in  answer  to  the  question,  ‘  What  is  the  good  which  the 
working  classes,  or  any  other  class,  can  hope  for  from  a  wide 
extension  of  the  franchise  ?  ’  Now  there  is  one  great  question 
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over  which  the  public  has  no  great  hold,  and  that  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  public  expenditure.  The  present  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer,  Mr.  Disraeli,  an  eminent  member  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  a  leading  member  of  the  Government,  and  a  man 
of  genius,  whose  present  position,  I  must  say,  is  a  procla¬ 
mation  to  the  world  of  the  incompetency  of  the  Conser¬ 
vative  aristocracy  and  country  gentlemen  of  the  United 
Kingdom ;  and,  what  is  still  more  to  he  remarked,  is  an  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  humility  which  adorns  their  character  in  thus 
admitting  it, — Mr.  Disraeli  said,  on  more  than  one  recent 
occasion,  that  expenditure  depended  on  policy — by  which  he 
meant  that  our  public  expenditure  depended  on  our  foreign 
policy.  Now,  our  past  foreign  policy  has  been  of  a  very 
questionable  character.  It  has  entailed  upon  us  the  permanent 
payment,  from  which  there  is  no  honourable  escape,  of  a  sum 
of  28,000,000/.  per  annum;  and  our  present  foreign  policy, 
and  matters  connected  with  it,  involve  us  in  the  present  pay¬ 
ment  of  22,000,000 1.  per  annum  for  our  great  military  and 
naval  preparations  and  expenses.  I  am  not  about  for  a 
moment  to  discuss  the  question,  whether  our  foreign  policy 
has  been,  or  is  now,  good,  had,  or  indifferent,  because  that 
does  not  very  much  affect  the  question  to  which  I  wish  to  call 
your  attention.  In  our  home  affairs  we  have  a  very  open 
system  of  government.  If  the  Home  Office  is  about  to  do 
anything,  somebody  hears  of  it,  and  somebody  approves  of  it, 
or  somebody  objects  to  it.  In  all  matters  connected  with  our 
personal  freedom,  with  the  administration  of  justice,  m  all 
things  which  may  he  called  internal,  we  have  the  freest 
opportunity  of  obtaining  information,  expressing  our  opinion, 
and  enforcing  our  views  on  the  Government. 

But  when  you  come  to  our  foreign  policy,  you  are  no  longer 
Englishmen ;  you  are  no  longer  free ;  you  are  recommended 
not  to  inquire.  If  you  do,  you  are  told  you  cannot  understand 
it ;  you  are  snubbed,  you  are  hustled  aside.  We  are  told  that 
the  matter  is  too  deep  for  common  understandings  like  ours— 
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that  there  is  great  mystery  about  it.  We  have  what  is  called 
diplomacy.  We  have  a  great  many  lords  engaged  in  what 
they  call  diplomacy.  We  have  a  lord  in  Paris,  we  have 
another  in  Madrid,  another  in  Berlin,  another  (at  least  we 
had  till  very  lately)  in  Vienna,  and  another  lord  in  Constan¬ 
tinople;  and  we  have  another  at  Washington;  in  fact,  almost 
all  over  the  world ;  particularly  where  the  society  is  most 
pleasant,  and  the  climate  most  agreeable,  there  is  almost 
certain  to  be  an  English  nobleman  to  represent  the  English 
Foreign  Office,  but  you  never  know  what  he  is  doing. 
You  have  three  or  four  columns  every  other  day  in  most 
of  the  leading  London  papers — not  a  little  of  which  is 
copied  into  the  provincial  journals — all  about  our  foreign 
affairs,  and  yet,  notwithstanding  this,  you  are  not  a  bit  better 
acquainted  with  the  matter  when  you  read  it,  if  you  do  read 
it  at  all,  than  you  were  before.  Yet  you  have  the  great  fact, 
that  you  have  paid  28,000,000/.  a-year  for  more  than  forty 
years,  and,  since  the  year  1815,  more  than  1,000,000,000/. 
out  of  the  industry  of  the  population.  And  out  of  all  this 
comes  the  supposed  necessity  of  armaments  twice  as  large  as 
were  necessary  twenty-five  years  ago ;  and  yet  you  have  no 
control  over,  and  know  nothing  of  the  matter.  There  is  not 
a  population  equal  to  this  in  Russia,  Austria,  or  France,  that 
knows  less  of  the  foreign  affairs  of  any  of  those  countries  than 
this  meeting  probably  knows  of  the  foreign  affairs  of  England. 

Lately,  our  Minister  for  Foreign  Affairs  was  candid  enough 
to  tell  you  that  Government  drifted  into  war,  and  you  know 
what  is  meant  when  a  ship  drifts.  And  other  Foreign 
Ministeis  have  drifted  us  into  a  great  many  wars ;  and  I 
expect,  if  some  change  be  not  made  with  regard  to  this  ques¬ 
tion,  that  they  will  either  find  it  convenient,  or  that  they 
cannot  avoid  it,  from  some  cause  or  other,  to  allow  us  to  drift 
into  a  war  at  some  future  period.  I  will  not  talk  of  what  war 
is  we  have  had  a  specimen  of  it.  Be  it  necessary  or  be  it 
unnecessary — be  the  quarrel  just  or  be  it  unjust — be  it  for  the 
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rights  of  the  nation  or  to  gratify  the  stupidity  of  a  monarch 
or  the  intrigues  of  a  minister — war,  nevertheless,  is  one  of  the 
greatest  calamities  that  can  afflict  any  kingdom  or  the  human 
race ;  and  you,  the  people,  are  ignorant  of  the  steps  by  which 
you  are  drawn  into  war.  A  Scotch  Duke — and,  by  the  way, 
rather  a  sprightly  Duke  he  is  too — lately  took  me  to  task 
for  something  that  I  had  said.  I  had  called  in  question  the 
wisdom  of  the  policy  which  compels  this  vast  expenditure 
abroad,  while  the  people  of  Ireland  were  working  at  one 
shilling  a  day  for  wages,  and  the  people  of  your  own  High¬ 
lands  were  living  upon  three  meals  of  oatmeal  a  day  !  AVhat 
was  the  triumphant  refutation  of  my  argument  ?  This  only, 
that  oatmeal  was  a  most  wholesome  article  of  diet.  If  I  had 
said  that  the  Duke's  dogs,  at  Inverary  Castle,  had  been  fed 
upon  oatmeal  three  times  a  day,  the  answer  would  have  been 
perfectly  satisfactory. 

But  I  am  told  further  by  these  authorities,  though  the 
country  does  occasionally  become  involved  in  war,  that  the 
people  desire  it,  that  they  are  as  fond  of  it  as  their  rulers. 
Well,  if  the  Peers  did  sorrow  for  the  late  war,  they  never  told 
their  grief.  Are  the  people,  are  the  nation,  to  have  the  blame  of 
those  calamities  thrown  upon  them  when  they  do  occur  ?  Who 
form  your  Cabinet?  Not  the  merchants  of  Glasgow— not 
the  shopkeepers  nor  the  artisans — no,  but  the  members  of  the 
peerage  of  the  United  Kingdom.  Half  of  your  Cabinets  are 
formed  from  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  other  half  from  the 
House  of  Commons  are  so  directly  connected  with  the  peerage 
that  they  may  be  regarded  as  belonging  to  that  class.  Do 
not  let  the  conduct  of  public  affairs  remain  with  a  few 
leading  families,  who  enjoy  all  the  emoluments  and  all  the 
power;  and  when  such  an  one  as  myself  steps  forward  to 
point  out  the  blunders  they  commit,  and  the  crimes  they  are 
guilty  of,  if  I  tell  them  of  the  sufferings  which  my  country¬ 
men  have  endured,  sufferings,  the  full  measure  of  which  never 
will  be  known  or  revealed  to  us,  and  which  will  be  known 
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only  in  eternity,  do  not  let  us  have  it  said  that  the  people  are 
in  favour  of  wars,  when  they  have  in  reality  so  little  to  do 
with  them. 

It  is  a  curious  thing*  to  observe  the  evils  which  nations  live 
under,  and  the  submissive  spirit  with  which  they  yield  to 
them.  I  have  often  compared,  in  my  own  mind,  the  people 
of  England  with  the  people  of  ancient  Egypt,  and  the  Foreign 
Office  of  this  country  with  the  temples  of  the  Egyptians.  We 
are  told  by  those  who  pass  up  and  down  the  Nile,  that  on  its 
banks  are  grand  temples  with  stately  statues  and  massive  and 
lofty  columns,  statues  each  one  of  which  would  have  appeared 
almost  to  have  exhausted  a  quarry  in  its  production.  You 
have,  further,  vast  chambers,  and  gloomy  passages ;  and  some 
innermost  recess,  some  holy  of  holies,  in  which,  when  you 
arrive  at  it,  you  find  some  loathsome  reptile  which  a  nation 
reverenced  and  revered,  and  bowed  itself  down  to  worship. 
In  our  Foreign  Office  we  have  no  massive  columns ;  we  have 
no  statues ;  but  we  have  a  mystery  as  profound ;  and  in  the 
inneimost  recesses  of  it  we  find  some  miserable  intrigue,  in 
defence  of  which  your  fleets  are  traversing  every  ocean,  your 
armies  are  perishing  in  every  clime,  and  the  precious  blood  of 
our  country’s  children  is  squandered  as  though  it  had  no  price. 

I  hope  that  an  improved  representation  will  change  all  this  ; 
that  the  great  portion  of  our  expenditure  which  is  incurred  in 
carrying  out  the  secret  and  irresponsible  doings  of  our  Foreign 
Office  will  be  placed  directly  under  the  free  control  of  a  Par¬ 
liament  elected  by  the  great  body  of  the  people  of  the  United 
Kingdom.  And  then,  and  not  till  then,  will  your  industry 
be  secured  from  that  gigantic  taxation  to  which  it  has  been 
subjected  during  the  last  hundred  and  fifty  years. 

There  is  much  m  this  country,  notwithstanding,  of 
which  we  may  be  proud.  We  can  write  freely,  we  can 
meet  as  we  are  met  now,  and  we  can  speak  freely  of  our 
political  wishes  and  our  grievances.  The  ruling  classes, 
with  a  wise  sagacity,  have  yielded  these  points  without 
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further  struggle ;  but  we  are  so  delighted  with  our  personal 
freedom,  we  are  so  pleased  that  we  can  move  about  without 
passports,  and  speak,  write,  and  act  as  freely  as  a  free  man 
requires  to  do,  we  are  so  delighted  with  all  this,  that  we 
are  unconscious  of  the  fact  that  our  rulers  extract  from 
our  industry  a  far  larger  amount  than  any  other  Govern¬ 
ment  does,  or  ever  did,  from  an  equal  number  of  people. 
Dr.  Livingstone,  the  African  traveller,  il  I  am  not  mistaken, 
is  a  native  of  this  neighbourhood,  and  you  no  doubt  identify 
his  reputation  in  some  degree  with  your  own.  He  gives, 
in  his  interesting  and  charming  book,  many  anecdotes  of 
the  various  creatures  which  he  saw  and  heard  of  during  his 
travels.  He  describes  in  one  place,  I  remember,  a  bird,  which 
he  calls  a  dull,  stupid  bird,  a  kind  of  pelican,  which  occupies 
itself  with  its  own  alfairs  on  the  river  side.  This  pelican 
catches  fish,  and  when  it  has  secured  them  it  puts  them  into 
a  pouch  or  purse  under  its  bill,  instead  of  the  ordinary 
accommodation  which  anglers  have  in  Scotland  for  their  prizes. 

Livingstone  tells  of  another  bird  which  is  neither  dull 
nor  stupid,  which  he  calls  the  fish-hawk.  This  hawk  hovers 
over  the  pelican,  and  waiting  patiently  until  the  latter  has 
secured  the  fish,  he  comes  down  upon  him  with  a  swoop 
and  takes  the  fish  from  the  purse,  leaving  the  pelican  de¬ 
lighted  that  the  hawk  has  not  taken  him  bodily  away, 
and  setting  to  work  at  once  to  catch  anothei  fish, 

I  ask  of  you  whether  you  can  apply  this  anecdote  to  your 
own  case  ?  You  are  told  that  your  Government  is  a  Govern¬ 
ment  which  allows  you  to  meet,  and  that  it  lets  every  man 
say  anything  short  of  absolute  treason,  at  least  in  times  of 
tranquillity ;  it  permits  your  leading-article  writers  to  denounce, 
at  will,  every  member  of  the  Government ;  and  like  the  pelican, 
you  are  so  delighted  that  you  are  not  absolutely  eaten  up  by  it, 
that  you  allow  it  to  extract  from  your  pockets  an  incalculable 
amount  of  your  industry,  and  you  go  to  work  just  as  the  peli¬ 
can  does,  until  this  great  Government  fish-hawk  comes  down 
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again  upon  you.  What  I  want  is,  that  all  the  people  should 
examine  the  question  thoroughly  for  themselves.  Rely  upon 
it,  your  present  and  future  welfare  as  a  nation  are  bound  up 
with  it.  Many  persons  suppose  that  because  some  people  pay 
but  little  in  the  shape  of  taxation,  that  it  matters  nothing  to 
them  what  taxes  the  Government  imposes  upon  the  nation. 
Every  man  who  drinks  tea,  or  consumes  any  exciseable 
articles,  pays  taxes ;  but  apart  from  this  view  of  the  question, 
I  would  have  you  to  understand  that  everything  which  the 
Government  expends,  supposing  it  was  all  to  come  from  the 
employers^  pocket,  would  be  a  diminution  of  that  great  fund 
of  capital  out  of  which  wages  were  paid.  Every  man,  there¬ 
fore,  whether  he  pays  taxes  or  not — more  so,  of  course,  if  he 
does — every  man,  if  he  is  not  mainly  living  upon  the  taxes, 
has  a  most  direct  interest  in  establishing  that  representation 
of  the  people  that  will  give  the  nation  a  firm  control  over  the 
expenditure  of  its  money. 

I  have  devoted  many  years  of  my  life,  I  have  spent  much 
labour  in  advocating  a  greater  freedom  of  the  soil.  I  believe 
that  it  would  work  better  and  prove  more  profitable  to  the 
landed  proprietors  themselves.  I  think  that  free  land,  greater 
economy  in  the  public  expenditure,  with  the  growing  intel¬ 
ligence  which  we  see  all  around  us,  and  the  improvement 
which  is  taking  place  in  the  most  temperate  habits  of  the 
people,  all  these  things  together  fill  me  with  the  hope  that 
whatever  we  have  in  the  annals  of  the  past  of  which  we 
can  boast,  there  is  still  a  brighter  future  in  store  for  this 
country.  I  come  amongst  you  not  to  stir  up  animosity  be¬ 
tween  class  and  class ;  that  is  the  charge  brought  against 
me  by  men  who  wish  that  one  class  may  permanently  rule 
over  every  other  class.  I  come  amongst  you  that  we  may 
deliberate  on  those  great  questions  on  which  our  success  and 
our  prosperity  depend.  You  know,  at  least  if  you  do  not 
know  it  I  will  tell  you,  that  I  am  no  frequenter  of  Courts. 
I  have  never  sought  for  office  or  the  emoluments  of  place. 
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I  have  no  craving*  for  popularity.  I  think  I  have  little  of  that 
which  may  he  called  the  lust  for  fame.  I  am  a  citizen  of 
a  free  country.  I  love  my  country,  I  love  its  freedom ;  but 
I  believe  that  freedom  can  only  be  extended  and  retained 
by  a  fair  and  honest  representation  of  the  people;  and  it  is 
because  I  believe  this,  that  I  am  here  to-night  to  ask  you, 
throug'h  the  power  of  your  intelligence  and  your  numbers,  to 
step  into  the  position  which  now  opens  up  before  you. 
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LORD  DERBY’S  BILL. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  MARCH  24,  1859. 

From  Hansard. 

[The  Bill  proposed  by  Lord  Derby’s  Government  in  1859  introduced  certain 
‘  fancy  franchises’  in  boroughs,  giving  a  vote  to  persons  having  10?.  per  annum 
in  the  Public  Funds,  Bank  Stock,  or  India  Stock,  or  6cl.  in  a  Savings  Bank  ; 
and  to  recipients  of  pensions  in  the  Naval,  Military,  and  Civil  Services, 
amounting  to  20 l.  a-year.  Dwellers  in  a  portion  of  a  house  whose  aggregate 
rent  was  20 1.  a-year  could  have  a  vote.  The  suffrage  was  also  to  be  given  to 
graduates  of  the  Universities,  ministers  of  religion,  members  of  the  legal  and 
medical  professions,  and  to  certain  schoolmasters.  The  Government  recom¬ 
mended  an  identity  of  franchise  in  counties  and  boroughs,  and  therefore 
proposed  to  reduce  the  occupation  franchise  in  counties  to  10 l.  The  Bill 
proposed  the  use  of  voting-papers,  and  the  disfranchisement  of  such  free¬ 
holders  in  towns  as  voted  for  counties.  The  Government  Bill  was  defeated 
on  April  1  by  a  majority  of  39  (291  votes  for  the  second  reading,  330  against), 
and  a  dissolution  followed.] 

In  the  observations  which  I  am  anxious  to  address  to  the 
House  I  shall  endeavour  to  keep  myself  strictly  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  before  it.  I  shall  not  attempt  any  answer  to  some, 
perhaps  well-intended,  hut  rather  feeble,  assaults  which  have 
been  made  upon  me  during-  this  debate,  and  I  shall  not 
attempt  any  explanation  in  answer  to  what  was  said  by  the 
lion,  and  learned  Gentleman  the  Solicitor- General  the  other 
night  when  he  spoke  of  an  alliance  between  the  noble  Lord 
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(J.  Russell)  and  myself.  That  which  is  purely  imaginary  is 
not  easy  to  explain.  The  House  I  believe  will  give  me  credit 
when  I  say  that  if  I  am  found  acting  with  the  noble  Lord  it 
is  because  I  think  the  course  he  is  taking  is  advantageous  to 
the  country,  and  I  hope  if  I  have  hereafter  occasion  to  differ 
from  him  they  will  give  me  credit  also,  and  will  presume  that 
I  differ  from  him  only  because  my  convictions  lead  me  to 
do  so. 

There  are  two  questions  before  us  —  the  Bill  of  the 
Government  and  the  resolution  of  the  noble  Lord,  and  in 
addition  to  these  the  great  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform, 
which  has  been  more  or  less  discussed  by  every  Member  who 
has  addressed  the  House.  With  regard  to  the  Bill  there  is  a 
singular  unanimity  of  feeling.  With  the  exception  of  Gentle¬ 
men  on  the  Treasury  bench,  who  may  be  considered  in  the 
light  of  professional  witnesses,  I  believe  there  is  no  single 
Member  who  has  spoken  who  has  not  expressed  strong  re¬ 
pugnance  to  some  main  point  or  principle  of  the  measure.  A 
remarkable  speech  has  been  delivered  by  a  right  hon.  Gentle¬ 
man  on  this  side  of  the  House.  He  denounced  the  Bill  as 
much  as  if  he  had  been  the  greatest  opponent  of  hon.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite,  but  he  was  vehemently  cheered  by  the  other 
side  of  the  House  throughout  almost  the  whole  of  that  speech. 
Seeing  that  he  turned  the  measure  inside  out,  it  was  rather 
remarkable  that  his  speech  should  be  so  relished  by  hon. 
Gentlemen  opposite,  and  considering  some  of  the  observations 
which  he  made,  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  certainly  suggested 
a  course  the  most  extraordinary.  He  denounced  the  Bill  as 
tieason,  not  to  the  Crown,  but  to  the  people,  and  he  proposed 
to  inflict  upon  it  something  like  the  barbarous  punishment 
with  which  our  law,  I  believe,  still  visits  those  who  are  guilty 
of  this  great  crime ;  and  yet,  after  calling  on  the  House  to  go 
with  him  in  taking  out  the  heart  of  the  measure,  and,  for 
aught  I  know,  in  disembowelling  it,  he  comforted  himself 
with  the  belief  that  the  Government  would  accept  and  assist 
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in  carrying  the  Bill.  He  appeared  to  forget  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  parted  with  two  eminent  Colleagues  on  the  very 
points  of  difference  which  he  was  discussing.  He  seemed  to 
forget  that  if  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  adopted  this 
proposal  he  would  lay  himself  open  to  the  unfortunate  sus¬ 
picion  that  a  suggestion,  to  which  he  would  not  consent  at  the 
instance  of  two  of  his  late  distinguished  Colleagues,  he  would 
accept  rather  than  have  a  vote  of  this  House  against  the 
Government  with  the  consequences  which  are  likely  to  follow. 

I  certainly  was  astonished  that  a  man  so  acute  as  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman,  after  having  spoken  in  such  glowing  lan¬ 
guage,  and  with  an  eloquence  rarely  heard  in  this  House, 
of  the  priceless  honour  of  our  public  men,  should  suggest 
such  a  course  to  the  Government. 

I  shall  not  follow  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  who  has 
just  spoken  on  the  details  of  the  Bill  to  the  extent  to  which 
he  has  entered  upon  them.  I  shall  confine  myself  to  the  two 
principles  which,  after  all,  are  at  this  stage  of  the  Bill  only 
before  us,  being  brought  specifically  under  discussion  by  the 
resolution  proposed  as  an  amendment  by  the  noble  Lord.  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  House — because  I  think  there  is  some 
disposition  to  evade  this  question  —  what  is  it  that  people 
understand  by  a  measure  of  Parliamentary  Reform  ?  I  mean 
people  out  of  doors,  of  whom  hon.  Gentlemen  are  likely  to 
hear  a  good  deal  before  this  matter  is  settled.  They  under¬ 
stand  it  should  mean  two  things — first,  an  extension  of  the 
franchise  to  considerable  classes,  not  now  enfranchised;  and, 
at  the  same  time,  that  it  should  give  to  the  country  larger 
and  freer  and  more  independent  constituencies.  Now,  I  want 
to  ask  how  this  Bill  meets  such  a  demand,  because  if  it  does 
not  it  is  no  Reform  Bill,  the  Government  had  no  right  to 
propose  it  in  answer  to  that  demand,  and  the  House  of 
Commons  will  fail  in  its  duty  if  it  gives  any  countenance  to 
such  a  measure,  or  passes  it  into  a  law. 

In  the  counties  at  this  moment,  confining  myself  to 
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England  and  Wales,  to  which  alone  this  Bill  refers,  there  are, 
in  round  numbers,  500,000  electors,  400,000  of  whom  are 
freeholders  and  100,000  occupying  tenants  above  the  value  of 
50 1.  Now,  is  there  any  doubt  upon  this  point — that  if  any 
gentleman  were  asked  to  put  his  finger  upon  that  description 
of  elector  in  the  counties  which  is  most  independent,  he  would 
say  the  freeholder ;  if  upon  the  least  independent,  he  would 
say  of  necessity  the  50 1.  occupier  ?  Without  saying  anything 
against  tenant-farmers  or  the  owners  of  farms  themselves, 
I  think  this  is  a  description  which  the  House  will  admit  to 
be  fair.  Well,  the  Bill  proposes  first  of  all  to  get  rid  from 
the  counties  of  one-fourth,  100,000,  of  the  most  independent 
class,  the  freeholders.  I  am  not  now  speaking  of  disfran¬ 
chising  them,  but  of  getting  rid  of  them  from  the  counties, 
and  mixing  them  up  with  another  class  of  electors.  Everybody 
will  see  at  a  glance  that  if  100,000  of  the  most  independent 
class  of  electors  are  taken  from  the  counties,  the  less  inde¬ 
pendent  class  must  necessarily  be  made  more  powerful. 

The  Bill  makes,  to  my  mind,  another  proposal  of  a  most 
insidious  character.  The  boundaries  of  boroughs  are  to  be 
altered  in  a  very  remarkable  fashion.  The  framers  of  the  Bill 
seem  to  imagine  that  it  is  necessary  for  some  object  of  theirs 
to  include  within  the  boundaries  of  boroughs  every  individual 
whom  by  any  pretence  they  can  lay  hold  of  and  separate 
from  the  county,  if  they  suspect  him  to  be  infected  with  the 
pievalent  opinions  of  the  towns.  By  this  means,  of  course, 
they  would  after  the  passing  of  their  Bill  diminish  still  more 
whatever  there  may  be  of  the  independent  element  in  the 
county  constituencies.  But  now  observe  the  cunning— will 
right  hon.  Gentlemen  forgive  me  the  expression  ?— perhaps  it 

was  a  mistake,  like  the  disfranchisement  of  50,000  men _ 

observe  the  mistake,  then,  involved  in  the  plan  which  is  to  be 
referred  to  our  intelligent  and  impartial  friend  Mr.  Darby. 

I  understood  that  Mr.  Darby,  the  head  of  the  Enclosure 
Commission,  is  to  appoint  a  Commission  for  this  object. 
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The  question.,  then,  will  he  referred  to  him  or  to  somebody. 
I  will  admit,  if  you  like,  that  the  Commission  is  as  good  as 
I  or  anybody  in  this  House  could  wish.  This  Commission 
is  not  to  examine  the  ease  of  all  boroughs.  It  is  merely 
intended,  as  I  understand  it,  to  shut  up  within  the  borough 
boundaries  all  the  suburbs  of  our  cities  and  towns,  and  all 
immediately  contiguous  villages.  But  the  Commissioners 
have  no  charge  to  go  to  another  description  of  borough,  and 
shut  up  the  country  parishes  within  the  boundaries  of 
counties.  Now,  surely,  if  it  was  a  fair  thing  to  go  to  any 
large  town  and  say,  ‘  All  these  streets  and  villages  shall  be 
comprised  within  the  borough ;  none  of  these  io/.  occupiers 
shall  vote  for  the  county/  it  would  be  a  fair  thing  to  go  to 
agricultural  boroughs  and  to  say,  ‘  My  good  fellows,  farmers, 
and  so  forth,  in  all  these  country  parishes  we  are  about  to 
make  a  clear  distinction — perpetual  enmity  between  town 
and  county;  everybody  near  a  town  is  to  be  shut  into  that 
town ;  you  must  be  shut  out  of  the  borough,  and  into  the 
county/ 

I  will  tell  the  House  what  will  be  the  result  of  the  proposal 
in  one  or  two  cases.  There  are  at  this  moment,  within  the  limits 
of  boroughs,  farms  the  rental  of  which  exceeds  2,500,000/., 
and  yet  these  are  called  boroughs.  We  will  take  the  borough 
represented  by  the  First  Lord  of  the  Admiralty.  He  will 
speak  in  this  debate,  and  can  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong.  In 
Droitwich  there  is  an  assessment  to  the  income-tax  under 
Schedule  A  of  land  and  buildings  to  the  amount  of  56,000/. 
a-year,  of  which  39,600/.  is  an  assessment  of  land  and  farms. 
There  are  four  town  parishes  and  twelve  rural  parishes.  The 
town  parishes  contain  one  hundred  and  sixty  electors,  the 
rural  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  electors.  In  point  of  fact, 
therefore,  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  does  not  represent  a  town 
at  all.  No,  the  large  majority  of  his  supporters  and  con¬ 
stituents  are  farmers  and  persons  as  much  connected  with 
rural  affairs  as  if  they  were  in  the  centre  of  the  county  and 
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miles  away  from  any  towns  or  villages.  I  say,  if  this  line  is 
to  be  drawn,  it  must  be  drawn  in  all  eases.  Take  the  case  of 
the  borough  of  Petersfield,  which  is  also  represented  by  an 
hon.  Baronet  on  the  Treasury  bench.  In  that  town  the  case 
is  still  more  glaring.  There  is  31,000/.  assessed  in  land  and 
buildings  in  the  borough,  but  of  that,  24,000/.,  or  more  than 
foui -fifths,  is  m  respect  of  land  and  buildings  m  agricultural 
parishes.  I  am  not  now  complaining  of  those  parishes  being 
added  to  the  town ;  but  the  Government  has  no  right  to  propose, 
and  Parliament  will  never  pass,  a  Bill  the  only  object  of  which 
will  he  to  shut  as  many  as  possible  in  the  borough  in  the  one 
case,  but  not  to  interfere  in  the  other,  and  thus  to  diminish 
that  great  variety  of  suffrages  and  of  interests  which  it  is 
desirable  that  every  Member  in  this  House  shall  represent. 

The  noble  Lord  the  Secretary  of  State  for  India  said  with 
regaid  to  the  great  measure  of  disfranchisement,  that  it  was 
a  mistake,  and  that  he  was  sorry  the  clause  was  not  originally 
introduced  into  the  Bill  which  was  afterwards  laid  on  the  table 
of  the  House  by  his  hon.  Friend.  Again,  the  Secretary  of 
State  for  the  Colonies,  when  he  was  charged  with  the  faulty 
character  of  the  clause  extending  the  10/.  franchise  to  counties, 
made  rather  a  staggering  admission  that  this  was  also  in  the 
nature  of  a  mistake,  and  if  it  was  wrong,  that  we  could 
likewise  go  into  the  question  in  Committee.  But  I  find 
everything  that  has  been  done  has  one  direction,  and  one  only. 

I  cannot  understand  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  when 
speaking  of  the  painful  anxiety  with  which  this  Bill  has 
been  brought  forward,  he  has  not,  in  all  that  anxiety  and 
deliberation,  discovered  that  he  was  going  to  disfranchise 
50,000  of  the  best  electors  of  the  kingdom. 

Now,  what  is  the  main  object  of  this  measure  ?  It  is 
evidently  to  make  the  representation  of  the  counties,  if 
possible,  more  exclusively  territorial  than  it  is  at  present. 

I  ask  the  House  to  consider  whether  that  is  a  desirable  object 
for  us  to  attempt  ?  Ask  Lord  Lyndhurst-long  a  leading 


1859. 


REFORM.  IV. 


87 


statesman,  acting1  with  gentlemen  opposite;  ask  Lord  Aberdeen. 
Sir  Robert  Peel  is  not  here,  and  you  cannot  ask  him ;  hut  you 
can  ask  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Carlisle, 
and  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
could  add  his  impressive  testimony,  whether  it  has  not  always 
been  the  chief  difficulty  of  the  Cabinet  sitting  on  that  side 
of  the  House — I  mean  with  Gentlemen  opposite,  for  many 
years,  far  longer  than  I  have  been  a  politician — that  they 
were  supported  by  one  hundred  and  fifty  or  more  Gentlemen 
representing  the  counties,  and  elected  very  much  in  the  way 
described  by  Lord  Derby,  and,  being  supported  by  that  party, 
whether  they  have  not  found  it  utterly  impossible,  without 
doing  that  which  was  very  unpleasant,  or  without  ruining 
themselves,  which  is  unpleasant  to  a  Government,  to  propose 
or  carry  any  of  those  measures  which  were  made  necessary 
by  the  opinions  and  demands  of  the  country. 

Do  not  let  Gentlemen  opposite  suppose  that  I  am  finding 
fault  individually  with  any  one  of  them  in  this  matter.  From 
1842  to  1846,  what  was  the  difficulty  which  the  Government 
of  Sir  Robert  Peel  constantly  found  in  its  way  ?  Of  that, 

I  dare  say,  the  right  hon.  Baronet  the  Member  for  Carlisle 
could  give  us  a  graphic  and  instructive  desci'iption.  What 
became  of  that  Government  of  1846  ?  There  was  a  disruption 
which  resulted  in  years  of  anarchy  in  this  House.  But  go 
back  to  the  experience  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  in 
1852.  The  then  Government  was  broken  up  by  a  majority 
of  nineteen  votes  in  this  House  after  a  general  election, 
because  it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  expectations 
and  demands  of  that  same  party  sitting  behind  them,  to  pro¬ 
pose  a  Bill  with  regard  to  the  malt-tax,  for  which,  on  the 
whole,  the  country  certainly  made  no  demand,  and  to  which 
the  House  was  not  willing  to  consent.  I  was  then  very  sorry 
for  Lord  Derby,  and  I  never,  except  once,  gave  a  vote  which 
I  more  regretted  to  have  to  record  than  on  that  occasion; 
but  the  Government  could  not  alter  or  withdraw  their  propo- 
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sition,  because  the  one  hundred  and  fifty  Gentlemen  behind 
them  thought  it  necessary  that  such  a  measure  should  pass, 
and  now  we  find  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  in  the  same 
position. 

Does  any  man  believe  that  this  is  the  sort  of  Bill  that  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  thinks  best  for  the  country? 
Does  any  one  suppose  that  a  man  with  his  intellect,  and  who 
understands  all  the  bearings  of  this  question,  approves  of— I 
will  not  say  the  ‘  deplorable  rubbish,'’  but  the  grievous  and  fatal 
mistakes  to  be  found  in  the  clauses  of  this  Bill  ?  He  knows 
that  this  Bill  in  its  present  shape  is  a  Bill  framed  to  satisfy 
the  prejudices,  the  scruples,  the  convictions,  if  you  like,  and 
the  fears  of  the  one  hundred  and  fifty  country  Gentlemen  who 
sit  behind  him.  I  should  think  it  a  great  misfortune  to  have 
one  hundred  and  fifty  Gentlemen  here,  representing  only  iron¬ 
works,  or  only  ships,  or  only  the  cotton  and  woollen  factories 
of  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire.  I  believe  it  is  almost  essential 
to  a  good  Member  of  this  House,  so  far  as  it  depends  on 
external  circumstances,  that  he  should  have  among  his  con¬ 
stituents  a  variety  of  what  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
would  call  'interests/  persons  of  various  classes,  occupations, 
and  opinions.  I  think  they  keep  him  better  to  his  duty' 
modify  his  opinions,  and  make  him  a  more  valuable  Member 

of  the  House  than  he  is  likely  to  be  if  he  represented  only 
some  special  interest. 

I  must  say  one  word  about  that  charming  part  of  our  insti¬ 
tutions  of  which  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  (Mr.  Walpole)  has 
spoken  in  such  affectionate  terms.  I  mean  the  small  boroughs. 
They  are  the  jewels  of  our  representative  system.  Putting 
the  case  in  the  smallest  number  of  words,  you  say  that 
they  send  men  into  Parliament  who  cannot  get  in  anywhere 
else.  In  one  of  them  a  boy  was  put  in  at  nineteen.  That 
is  considered  a  great  argument  for  perpetuating  such  a 
system.  These  boroughs  form,  in  point  of  fact,  a  refuse 
for  the  politically  destitute ;  and  all  that  I  have  heard  in 
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their  favour  is  that  the  persons  who  find  shelter  in  them 
are  what  would  be  called  ‘deserving  objects.-’  Now,  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman,  I  dare  say,  reads  the  papers  as  well 
and  as  studiously  as  I  do  and  he  will  perhaps  recollect 
a  case  or  two  which  I  wdl  state  to  the  House.  There  was  an 
election  at  Harwich  the  other  day.  It  is  not  long  since  there 
was  an  election  there,  and  I  remember  a  statement  made  at  the 
time.  It  was  said  that  Mr.  Bagshaw— not  now  a  Member  of 
this  House — had  discharged  a  drunken  gardener.  There  were 
two  free-traders  who  had  carried  out  their  principles  further 
than  the  law  sanctioned,  and  were  imprisoned  for  smuggling. 
A  respectable  parson  of  the  parish,  who  had  not  been  out  of 
his  room  for  two  years,  was  brought  down  (by  the  aid  of 
cordials,  stimulants,  and  a  sedan-chair)  to  the  poll,  and  those 
four  individuals  influenced  the  result  of  the  election.  Now, 
go  to  another  borough.  I  recollect  an  election  for  the  borough 
of  Carlow.  There  were  two  troops  of  dragoons,  two  companies 
of  infantry,  and  one  hundred  and  fifty  police;  the  whole  of 
this  force  having,  during  the  period  of  the  election,  been 
engaged  in  keeping  the  peace  in  a  town  which  comprised  only 
two  hundred  electors.  Now,  notwithstanding  the  picture 
which  I  have  drawn  of  these  small  boroughs,  I  must  not  be 
understood  as  saying  that  virtuous  elections  do  not  take  place 
in  some  of  this  class,  and  that  they  do  not  still  retain  some 
remnant  of  freedom.  But  if  there  be  any  virtue  or  freedom 
left  in  them,  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Chancellor  oi  the 
Exchequer,  not  content  with  corrupting  and  maltreating  them 
in  every  way,  defaces  the  fair  form  of  your  county  repre¬ 
sentation,  and  lays  his  sacrilegious  hands  upon  those  very 
spots  about  which  everybody  but  myself  just  now  speaks  in 

such  very  high  terms.  .  „ 

I  should  like  to  give  the  House  an  instance  of  the  justice  ot 

what  I  state.  There  has  been  an  election  at  Banbury.  It  is 
but  the  other  day  that  the  hon.  Gentleman  who  represents 
that  place  took  his  seat  in  this  House.  Banbury  is  a  boroug  i 


90 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


MARCH  24, 


which  I  do  not  propose  to  disfranchise,  but  it  is  one  which 
everybody  who  knows  its  size  must  admit  to  be  possessed 
of  singular  independence  of  action  in  political  affairs.  I 
believe  the  bon.  Gentleman  who  at  present  represents  it  will 
admit  that  to  be  the  fact.  Now,  just  imagine  what  the 
proposition  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Chancellor  of 
the  Exchequer  will  lead  to  in  the  case  of  Banbury.  Imagine, 
if  you  can,  the  people  of  that  borough  making  speeches,  can¬ 
vassing,  explaining  their  political  views,  and  resolving  upon 
the  proper  fulfilment  of  their  political  duties.  Well,  all  this  is 

taking  place,  but  at  the  critical  moment  you  may  see  a  man _ 

for  aught  I  know  he  may  he  the  concocter  of  this  Bill— for  it 
appears  to  me  to  be  not  so  much  the  Bill  of  a  statesman  as 
of  some  party  electioneering  agent— you  may  see,  I  repeat,  a 
man  of  this  description,  emerging  after  dark  from  the  Carlton 
Club,  proceeding  to  a  pillar  letter-box  which  stands  quite  near 
it  upon  the  opposite  side  of  the  street,  and  chopping  into  it- 
unless,  indeed,  he  should  find  it  necessary  to  go  as  far  as 
laimg  ross  for  the  purpose  of  registering  them — some  ten 
or  twenty  letters  about  nine  or  ten  o'clock  in  the  evening 
while  the  unfortunate  people  of  Banbury  are  labouring  under 
tie  delusion  that  they  are  carrying  on  a  great  constitutional 
contest.  Unhappy  men,  they  little  know  that  the  resistless 
locomotive  engine  has  been  set  to  work;  that  it  is  rushing 
cown  nougi  county  after  county;  and  that  they  will  awake 
he  next  morning  only  to  find  out  that,  through  the  instrumen¬ 
tality  of  a  leathern  bag,  which  has  just  been  deposited  at  the 
post-office,  somebody  is  returned  as  their  representative  who 
has  not  the  slightest  sympathy  with  their  interests. 

re  7  ^  If  “^7  will  turn  to  the 

i  1301-n  °,  10  Lin,eiPal  Corporation  Commissioners  in  1834 
he  will  there  find  a  statement  made  by  Mr.  Austin  in  reference 
to  the  borough  of  Carmarthen;  in  which  he  gives  the  number 
of  resident  and  non-resident  freeholders  not  of  the  value  of 
4°'?',  but  °f  and’  ln  addition,  the  number  of  IO l.  occupiers. 
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The  number  of  burgesses  in  the  borough  he  sets  down  at  646 ; 
resident  in  the  borough,  178;  outside  the  borough,  but  still 
within  the  county,  357  ;  in  the  county  of  Pembroke,  108 ;  in 
Glamorgan,  31;  in  Cardigan,  35;  in  Brecon,  13 ;  and  out¬ 
side  the  limits  of  South  Wales  altogether,  35  :  so  that,  while 
the  number  of  resident  was  j  78,  the  number  of  non-resident 
electors  was  468.  Mr.  Austin  then  gives  a  list  of  voters  at 
a  contest  which  had  taken  place  for  the  election  of  sheriffs, 
when  1 31  votes  were  recorded  in  favour  of  the  corporation 
candidates,  against  them  51 ;  thus  giving  a  majority  in  their 
favour  of  80,  of  which  majority  75  were  non-resident  electors. 
The  commissioner  then  goes  on  to  say,  ‘  In  effect,  therefore, 
the  constant  majority  is  a  majority  of  non-residents,  who, 
with  rare  exceptions,  are  supporters  of  the  corporation  party/ 
Now,  let  me  ask  if  this  system  prevailed  in  the  case  of  a  4 L, 
is  it  not  likely  to  prevail  in  the  case  of  a  il.  freehold  ?  It  must 
also  be  observed  that  in  the  former  instance  the  votes  could 
not  be  recorded  by  letter.  The  voter  had  to  appear  in  person 
at  the  place  of  election ;  but  if  this  system  of  voting-papers 
be  adopted  in  addition  to  non-residence,  I  know  no  limit  what¬ 
ever  to  the  amount  of  corruption  which  it  may  occasion.  Tou 
cannot  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  too  strongly  express  your  sense 
of  the  entire  extinction  of  freedom  which  this  scheme  is  calcu¬ 
lated  to  produce  in  all  the  small  boroughs  of  the  country. 

There  is  also  another  point  which  a  large  portion  of  our 
fellow-countrymen  regard  as  of  the  utmost  importance,  and  to 
which  I  may  be  permitted  briefly  to  refer.  I  allude  to  the 
borough  franchise.  I  have  endeavoured  to  show  that  the  effect 
of  the  Bill  as  it  now  stands  will  be  to  render  counties  more 
exclusive,  and  to  hand  over  the  small  boroughs  to  rottenness 
and  complete  dependence;  for  the  only  independence  they 
could  possess  must  rest  upon  the  opinions  and  wishes  of  non¬ 
resident  electors.  I  am  not  going  to  discuss  this  question  in 
any  different  tone  from  that  which  has  hitherto  marked  this 
debate ;  but  I  would  ask  the  House  whence  comes  it  that  we 
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are  here  to-night  discussing  the  question  of  Reform  at  all? 
There  are  plenty  of  other  things  for  us  to  do.  Why,  then,  is 
this  question  thrust  upon  us  by  Minister  after  Minister? 
Some  persons  say  that  the  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  London 
is  entirely  in  fault.  Hon.  Gentlemen  may  say  whatever  they 
like,  but  such  an  assertion  as  that  goes  but  a  very  little  way 
indeed.  The  noble  Lord  has  no  particular  desire,  any  more 
than  I  have,  to  disturb  the  great  question.  Its  settlement, 
however,  has  become  a  necessity,  and  will  continue  to  be  a 
necessity  to  the  existence  of  every  Government  until  it  is  set 
at  rest  in  a  manner  that  will  be  satisfactory  to  the  country. 
[Cheers.]  Do  lion.  Gentlemen  by  their  cheers  mean  to  show 
us  that  they  do  not  want  Reform  ?  The  Government  have  not 
touched  this  question  simply  in  obedience  to  the  commands  of 
their  followers,  although  they  have  brought  in  this  Bill  in 
accordance  with  their  prejudices  and  their  fears.  The  farmers 
do  not  ask  you  for  Reform,  although  there  are,  no  doubt, 
some  respects  in  which  they  desire  it.  The  farm-labourer 
does  not  press  it  upon  your  attention.  No,  the  demand 
for  Reform  comes  from  all  your  towns  and  cities  j  nor  is 
the  cry  heard  from  the  mouths  of  the  unenfranchised  alone, 
but,  in  point  of  fact,  from  the  great  majority  of  the  electors 
themselves. 

It  is  not  an  uncommon  thing  to  hear  it  asserted — as  several 
hon.  Members  have  asserted  in  this  House — that  the  electors 
of  this  country  do  not  care  for  Reform.  [‘  Hear,  hear/] 
Those  hon.  Gentlemen  who  cry  f  Hear,  hear/  do  not  know 
quite  so  much  as  I  do  about  the  sentiments  of  people  residing 
in  towns.  When  the  electoral  power  was  in  the  hands  of  a 
few  corrupt  corporations  the  case  may  have  been  otherwise,  for 
they  turned  their  electoral  privileges  into  a  means  of  annual 
profit,  and  did  not  like  to  share  them  with  their  fellow-towns¬ 
men.  But  I  never  heard  it  made  a  charge  against  the 
electors  in  boroughs,  at  the  present  day,  that  they  were 
anxious  to  retain  the  franchise  for  fear  of  admitting  others  of 
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their  fellow-countrymen  to  be  sharers,  or  rivals,  or  partici¬ 
pators  with  them  in  the  advantages  which  it  comprises.  The 
Government,  it  seems,  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  make  any 
change  in  the  borough  franchise.  We  all  know  that  the  line 
which  was  drawn  in  183  a  was  drawn  in  direct  and  almost  abso¬ 
lute  exclusion  of  all  that  class  of  persons  who  live  by  wages. 
Has  it  been  a  source  of  satisfaction  to  them  ?  Have  there  not, 
upon  the  contrary,  been  constant  protests  against  it  ?  Have  we 
not  seen  and  heard — when  there  was  great  depression  in  trade, 
and  a  great  scarcity  of  food,  which  now,  happily,  is  not  the 
case — these  constant  protests  aggravated  into  something  like 
incipient  insurrection  ?  That  such  has  been  the  case  is  not  to 
be  denied.  Well,  and  what  is  that  you  now  do  ?  Twenty- 
seven  years  after  the  passing  of  the  great  Reform  Bill,  and 
after  a  whole  generation  has  passed  away,  you  propose  to  con¬ 
tinue,  it  may  be  for  twenty-seven  years  longer,  that  exclusion 
against  which  the  great  body  of  the  unenfranchised  population 
of  the  country  have  been  lifting  up  their  voices  ever  since 
1832. 

What  is  it  that  Her  Majesty's  Ministers  say  to  us  m  intro¬ 
ducing  this  measure  ?  What  will  this  House  111  effect  say 
if  it  passes  it  into  a  law  in  its  present  shape?  You  pro¬ 
claim,  in  a  voice  which  will  reach  the  furthest  corner  of  the 
land,  that  will  enter  not  only  into  the  ear  but  into  the  heart 
of  the  inhabitants  of  every  home  of  the  class  of  which  I 
am  speaking  in  England — that  we  have  something  in  our 
legislature  which  they  cannot  comprehend  and  must  not  inter¬ 
meddle  with.  You  will  in  effect  say  to  them,  f  We  do  not 
trust  you,  you  are  as  ignorant,  as  dangerous,  as  little  to  be 
relied  upon  now  as  you  were  twenty-seven  years  ago.'  And 
what  will  be  the  result  ?  They  will  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  upon  the  same  principle  upon  which  you  now  act  you  will 
act  for  the  next  twenty-seven  years,  using  precisely  the  same 
arguments  and  pursuing  the  same  course. 

And  now  let  me  pause  for  one  moment  to  ask  what  sort  of 
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a  generation  that  has  been  which  is  just  passings  or  has  passed, 
away  ?  My  answer  is,  such  a  one  as  was  never  known  before. 
You  have  had  under  its  auspices  a  longer  period  of  peace  than 
you  ever  previously  enjoyed.  The  humbler  classes  have  had  a 
larger  proportion  of  the  comforts  and  necessaries  of  life  than 
at  a  preceding  period.  They  have  improved  at  a  rate  of  which 
your  grandfathers  scarcely  dared  to  dream.  You  have  a  free 
press — though  there  may  be  something  still  to  be  done  in 
order  that  it  may  become  completely  unfettered — a  subject  to 
which  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  the  Chancellor  of  the  Ex¬ 
chequer  will  be  good  enough  to  turn  his  attention  when  he 
gets  out  of  the  little  difficulty  in  which  he  is  now  placed. 
You  have  not  only  the  ordinary  number  of  public  journals, 
but  you  have  300  newspapers  published  at  the  price  of  1  d., 
circulating  all  over  the  country.  All  this  has  been  accom¬ 
plished  ;  yet  you  propose  to  exclude  the  members  of  that 
class  to  whom  you  are  indebted  for  much  of  your  prosperity — 
with  the  exception  of  the  trifling  numbers  whom  the  Chan¬ 
cellor  of  the  Exchequer,  in  his  small  mercy,  proposes  to  admit 
under  the  savings-bank  clause — from  the  exercise  of  the 
franchise. 

I  saw  a  statement  the  other  day,  to  the  effect  that  the 
operation  of  such  a  clause  applied  to  Scotland  would  be  to 
give  Edinburgh  about  300,  and  all  Scotland  not  more  than 
600  additional  voters.  The  borough  electors  are  50,000,  and 
this  extraordinary  extension  of  the  franchise  will  admit  2b 
per  cent,  increase,  and  that  is  all  the  small  dole  which  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  and  his  friends  offer  to  the  great 
body  of  the  working  classes  of  that  country.  Scotland  is  a 
frugal  country ;  its  people  are  industrious  and  saving  to  a 
degree  which  is  hardly  comprehended  here,  and  yet  this  boon 
will  only  enfranchise  some  1,200  persons  there.  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  assert  that  this  is  not  a  Bill  of  Reform  at  all.  It  is, 
in  point  of  fact,  that  which,  in  electioneering  phrase,  is  con¬ 
sidered  a  complete  case  of  personation.  It  is  not  the  genius 
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of  Liberty  that  comes  before  us  in  the  shape  of  this  Bill,  but 
it  is  something*  which  the  people  of  this  country  had  hoped 
they  had  seen  and  heard  of  for  the  last  time  in  our  history. 

I  think  if  it  were  to  pass,  that  it  would  be  held  by  the  whole 
population  of  the  country  to  be  nothing*  better  than  a  com¬ 
plete  delusion,  disappointing*  every  class,  and  tending  to  create 
discontent,  which  this  House  would  have  great  difficulty 
hereafter  in  allaying. 

There  is  one  point  which  has  been  dwelt  upon  by  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  opposite  and  others,  in  which  I  do 
not  feel  the  same  extraordinary  interest  which  some  Members 
appear  to  feel,  and  that  is  as  to  the  uniformity  of  franchise. 

I  do  not  say  that  it  is  necessary — I  do  not  say  that  there  is 
any  advantage  in  it — but  I  do  not  see  the  great  disadvantages 
which  have  been  ascribed  to  it.  It  has  been  represented  to 
me  as  a  very  democratic  proceeding.  I  am  not  myself  very 
democratic — therefore  I  can  assure  the  House  the  scheme  has 
not  on  that  account  any  charms  for  me.  I  think  it  would 
have  been  just  as  well  not  to  have  had  this  uniformity ;  but 
I  do  not  see  any  harm  there  is  in  it.  There  is  only  one  reason 
why  we  should  complain  of  it,  and  that  is,  that  it  would  not 
be  so  easy  again  to  move  the  whole  franchise  hereafter  as  it 
would  be  if  the  county  franchise  were  different  from  that  of 
the  boroughs.  But  I  can  assure  hon.  Members  that  if  they 
tie  the  two  together,  there  is  no  power  in  this  House  to  keep 
the  borough  franchise  at  10 /.,  and  unless  they  give  up  the 
idea  of  uniformity  the  county  franchise  must  come  down  with 
that  of  the  boroughs.  However,  that  is  a  matter  tor  hon. 
Gentlemen  opposite  to  consider,  and  no  doubt  it  has  been 
considered  by  Her  Majesty^  Government. 

But  if  I  have  no  alarm  about  that,  there  is  one  thing  that 
I  have  some  alarm  about,  and  that  is  the  manner  m  which 
some  Members  of  the  House  seem  disposed  to  treat  this  ques¬ 
tion.  I  refer  particularly  to  my  hon.  Friend  near  me  (Mr. 
Horsman),  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Wilts 
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(Mr.  S.  Herbert),  and  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member 
for  Coventry  (Mr.  Ellice),  who  has  not  spoken  in  this  debate, 
but  who  wrote  a  letter  to  his  constituents  upon  the  subject. 
The  right  hon.  Gentleman  is  an  extraordinary  instance  of 
what  I  may  call  hallucination.  He  represents  the  greatest 
number  of  working-men  to  be  found  in  any  constituency — 
out  of  a  population  of  40,000  there  are  6000  electors,  which 
is  a  far  larger  number  than  I  thought  of  proposing  to  the 
House.  My  right  hon.  Friend  says  there  is  no  constituency 
that  he  knows  which  equals  his  in  independence,  in  intelli¬ 
gence,  in  virtue.  I  cannot  admit  all  that.  I  know  something 
of  Coventry — my  father  was  born  there — but  I  never  heard 
nor  ever  observed  that  the  people  of  that  town  were  upon 
the  whole  very  superior.  I  believe  they  are  in  no  degree 
inferior  to  the  same  classes  in  other  manufacturing'1  towns. 
My  right,  hon.  Friend  says  he  is  in  favour  of  household  suf¬ 
frage,  but  as  the  people  are  not  ready  for  that,  he  will  do 
nothing, — he  will  have  household  suffrage  or  nothing ;  which, 
after  all,  is  very  much  like  the  suffrage  proposed  in  what 
was  called  the  ‘  People’s  Charter.’ 

I  am  alarmed  that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman,  like  the 
Members  for  Wilts  and  Devonport,  should,  in  the  face  of 
a  hundred  meetings  held  spontaneously  within  the  last  month, 
delude  himself  with  the  idea  that  nobody,  beyond  the  650 
Gentlemen  in  this  House,  cares  anything  about  this  question, 
and  that  we  may  comfortably  get  rid  of  it  in  some  way  here, 
by  digging  a  hole  in  the  floor  of  the  House  and  burying  it, 
as  nobody  cares  about  it.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Member  for  Cambridge  University  (Mr.  Walpole)  has  the 
same  notion.  He  thinks  it  must  be  settled  this  session — 
that  it  can  be — that  it  is  necessary  that  it  should  be  settled. 
Why  ?  For  this  reason,  because  you  know  that  the  form  in 
which  you  propose  to  settle  it  will  not  be  satisfactory  to  the 
people.  You  know  well — I  think  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
has  confessed  it,  as  some  have — that  during  the  autumn  you 
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may  have  meetings — during  the  winter  you  may  have  agi¬ 
tation.  And,  what  would  this  country  have  been  without 
meetings,  without  agitation?  We  boast  that  we  have  abo¬ 
lished  our  ancient  and  barbarous  mode  of  making  extensive 
revolutions  and  changes  in  our  political  system,  but  it  you 
have  done  with  war  and  bloodshed  for  these  purposes,  do 
not  imagine  that  those  changes  which  become  necessary 
from  time  to  time  can  be  accomplished  without  the  healthy 
operation,  in  some  cases  perhaps  of  a  rude,  but  still  a  re¬ 
freshing  and  strengthening  agitation. 

Some  Gentlemen  opposite  seem  to  forget  some  things  that 
happened  fifteen  years  ago.  Then  their  organisation  was 
complete.  They  had  farmers'  meetings  everywhere.  And, 
not  content  with  farmers'  meetings,  they  had  an  office  in 
Old  Bond-street,  and  a  Publication  Committee,  and  they  had 
every  description  of  instrument  for  an  irritating  and  exas¬ 
perating  agitation  which  they  could  possibly  devise.  I  do 
not  imagine  for  a  moment  that  this  question  can,  in  the 
present  temper  of  the  House,  be  settled  satisfactorily  to  the 
people.  Are  you  quite  sure  that  there  is  nothing  in  what 
is  going  on  out  of  doors?  I  met  a  right  hon.  Gentleman 
the  other  day  near  the  House,  and  he  said  to  me  as  a  great 
secret,  ‘You  know,  of  course,  that  nobody  does  care  about 
Reform  ?'  I  did  not  agree  with  him  upon  that  point. 
I  happen  to  have  been  to  some  of  the  largest  towns  of  this 
country,  and  I  have  seen  meetings  exceeding  in  number  and 
exceeding  in  influence,  I  believe,  almost  every  meeting  that 
was  held  by  the  Anti-Corn-law  League  during  the  agitation 

for  the  repeal  of  the  Corn-laws. 

The  populations  you  are  about  to  disappoint  and  defy, 
what  have  they  done  ?  They  have  conquered  everything  they 
have  grappled  with  hitherto.  I  do  not  speak  of  distant 
realms  conquered  under  your  banners,  but  of  arts  and  manu¬ 
factures,  and  all  that  tends  to  wealth  and  civilisation.  Ho 
you  think  that  this  population  will  not  also  conquer  a  much 

VOL.  II.  H 


98 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


MARCH  24, 


larger  share  of  their  political  rights  than  in  your  present 
mood  you  appear  disposed  to  give  them  ?  There  was  a  speech 
made  by  the  hon.  Member  for  Dorset,  and  I  agree  with 
those  who  have  expressed  regret  that  that  Gentleman  does 
not  speak  more  frequently ;  but,  in  that  speech  the  hon. 
Gentleman  said,  ‘  I  am  not  afraid  of  the  people  of  this 
country/  And  he  gave  a  very  powerful,  and  eloquent,  and 
just  rebuke  to  a  Gentleman  who,  in  a  thoughtless  moment, 
cheered  his  observation  in  a  sneering  manner.  I  tell  the 
House  frankly  that  they  do  not  well  understand  the  great 
populations  of  this  country,  especially  of  the  manufacturing 
towns. 

I  have  seen  great  mistakes  made.  I  remember,  in  1848, 
when  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  above  me  (Sir  G.  Grey)  was 
Home  Secretary,  there  was  a  great  panic  on  the  10th  of 
April — or  rather  before  the  10th  of  April,  for  by  that  day 
the  panic  was  laughed  at.  And,  what  was  done  ?  I 
do  not  know  what  was  done  at  the  Bank,  but  I  am  told 
that  at  the  British  Museum  that  institution  was  actually 
garrisoned.  There  were  no  Minie  rifles  or  Armstrong  guns, 
perhaps,  but  there  were  a  hundred  or  two  hundred  tons  of 
paving-stones,  or  boulders,  taken  up  to  the  roof  of  the 
Museum.  Not  only  was  it  garrisoned,  but,  very  properly, 
the  commissariat  was  attended  to,  and  provisions  for  three 
days  were  laid  in,  and  I  am  told  the  steps  leading  to  the 
rooms  where  the  medals  and  most  precious  articles  are  kept 
were  cut  away.  The  British  Museum  was  not  assaulted, 
but  the  garrison,  I  believe,  managed  to  consume  the  three 
days'  provisions  before  Sunday. 

Now  come  to  a  later  time  —  the  period  of  the  Exhi¬ 
bition  in  Hyde  Park  in  1851.  There  was  then  alive  a 
man  who  stood  pre-eminent  in  this  country,  the  Duke  of 
Wellington.  He  was  terrified — a  man  who  was  supposed 
never  to  have  been  alarmed,  —  he  was  alarmed  at  the 
people  of  his  own  country.  He  urged  upon  the  Government, 
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who  of  course  agreed  with  him,  to  draw  near  the  metropolis 
a  large  number  of  troops  in  case  of  emergency.  If  half-a- 
dozen  foreigners  had  attempted  to  get  up  an  insurrection 
in  London  they  would  have  been  put  into  the  reservoirs  in 
Trafalgar  Square  by  the  people  themselves,  and  yet  it  was 
considered  necessary  to  bring  these  troops  near  to  London, 
to  he  ready  in  case  of  disturbance.  I  remember  the  noble 
Lord  the  Member  for  Tiverton  (Lord  Palmerston)  once  gave 
us  an  account  of  what  some  foreigner  told  him  as  to  the 
conduct  and  deportment  of  the  masses  of  the  people.  The 
noble  Lord  knows  a  good  deal  of  the  character  of  the  people, 
and  he  said,  ‘  A 11  this  order  is  the  result  of  a  sense  among 
the  people  that  they  have  a  Government  which,  upon  the 
whole,  does  not  intend  to  oppress  them ;  that  they  are  a 
people  good  in  themselves,  intelligent,  and  orderly,  and  that 
a  policeman  among  them  is  an  authority  of  high  dignity, 
whom  they  at  once  obey/  The  remark  is  creditable  to  the 
noble  Lord's  good  taste,  and  is  perfectly  just  to  the  people 
of  this  country. 

I  ask  kon.  Gentlemen  opposite  why  they  are  so  afraid  of 
the  people  ?  The  manufacturing,  the  employing  class,  does  not 
fear  them.  At  the  Bradford  meeting  there  were  present  when 
I  moved  the  resolution,  Mr.  Titus  Salt  and  Mr.  Crossley, 
the  brother  of  the  Member  for  Halifax.  Those  Gentlemen 
conduct  vast  manufacturing  and  commercial  undertakings. 
There  are  no  men  more  prosperous,  and  none  have  more  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  people.  Those  two  Gentlemen  agreed  cordially 
with  every  proposition  I  made  as  to  an  extension  of  the 
suffrage.  The  meetings  at  Rochdale,  Bury,  Blackburn,  and 
Bolton  were  attended  by  Gentlemen  almost  equally  eminent ;  at 
the  meeting  at  Bolton  there  were  four  Gentlemen  who  employ 
not  less  than  6,oco  or  7,000  people,  and  who  own  property 
of  not  less  than  a  million  sterling ;  one  of  those  Gentlemen 
thought  my  proposal  as  to  the  suffrage  was  not  sufficiently 
extensive.  Why  is  it  they  do  not  regard  the  people  with 
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the  same  fears  that  you  do  '!  They  must  know  what  they  are 
about  ;  they  know  that  any  convulsion  or  disturbance  in 
society  would  touch  them  first.  Your  landed  estates  are 
much  more  permanent  as  property  than  our  manufactories. 
Any  disturbance  or  violent  action  of  a  democratic  nature 
would  be  more  dangerous  to  us  than  to  you.  Yet  a  large 
proportion  of  the  employers  of  labour  favour  a  large  extension 
of  the  suffrage,  and  believe  it  would  prove  for  the  safety 
of  their  property ;  for  the  working-men,  in  thinking  over 
this  question,  feel  they  are  distrusted,  that  they  are  marked 
as  inferiors,  that  they  are  a  sort  of  pariahs.  In  that  position, 
should  there  be  an  opportunity,  great  discontent  and  tur¬ 
bulence  might  arise ;  but  if  you  give  them  a  vote  they  will 
have  more  self-respect,  more  elevation  of  mind. 

I  will  read  an  extract  from  a  letter  I  have  received  from 
a  working-man — I  believe  a  stonemason — on  the  question 
whether  or  not  working-men  have  any  interest  in  the  country. 
He  says : — 


‘  But  some  say  that  we,  as  working-men,  have  no  stake  and  no  interest  in 
the  country.  I  hardly  know  what  is  meant  by  these  assertions  ;  but  if  to 
make  sacrifices  for  the  good  of  our  country  be  any  proof  of  an  interest,  I 
believe  the  working  classes  can  clearly  show  greater  sacrifices,  and  fairly 
claim  to  have  greater  stake  and  interest  both  in  the  country  and  in  good 
government.  I  had  three  uncles  who  all  lost  their  lives  fighting  for  their 
country  ;  I  had  three  brothers,  two  of  whom  served  under  Lord  Wellington 
throughout  the  Peninsular  campaign  ;  and  my  third  and  youngest  brother  lost 
his  life  in  the  Indian  war,  and  now  lies  buried  at  Kurnaul.  I  had  two 
nephews,  one  of  whom  died  of  the  cholera  at  Varna,  and  the  other,  after 
serving  throughout  the  Crimean  war,  was  raised  from  the  ranks,  and  is  now  a 
lieutenant.  No  doubt  but  very  many  working-men  could  tell  of  even  greater 
sacrifices  and  similar  tales  of  their  families,  except  the  last.  To  these  state¬ 
ments  I  would  only  add,  that  if  the  working  classes  have  no  stake  and  no 
interest  in  their  country,  they  must  be  wonderful  lovers  of  their  country  for 
nothing.’ 

There  is  only  one  other  point  to  which  I  will  allude;  it 
was  touched  upon  by  the  Solicitor- General  when  he  referred 
to  the  state  of  Europe ;  he  warned  the  House  to  beware  what 
it  was  about  to  do  in  regard  to  this  question.  I  draw  quite 
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a  different  lesson,  a  different  conclusion,  from  what  he  said 
of  the  state  of  Europe.  In  1830  there  was  also  a  state  of 
Europe  and  especially  of  France  that  was  not  satisfactory,  and 
it  had  great  effect  on  the  legislation  of  this  House,  in  the 
course  of  the  two  succeeding  years,  on  the  question  of  Reform. 
In  1848  the  state  of  Europe  was  again  unsatisfactory,  and 
was  it  not  a  subject  of  congratulation  that  two  years  before 
the  Corn-laws  had  been  abolished,  and  one  great  cause 
of  discontent  removed?  I  assure  you  that  resistance  is  not 
always  Conservative.  I  profess  to  be,  in  intention,  as  Con¬ 
servative  as  you, — I  believe,  infinitely  more  so,  if  you  look 
forward  twenty  or  thirty  years  into  the  future.  Was  not- 
Free-trade  Conservative  ?  And  yet  you  resisted  it  to  the 
last.  I  recollect  occasions  when  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exche¬ 
quer  told  us  of  the  cruelty  practised  on  the  ruined  and  betrayed 
agriculturist.  I  recollect  he  addressed  us  on  the  condition  of 
the  farm  labourer  two  or  three  years  afterwards;  and  since 
that  time  his  condition  has  been  improving  rapidly.  Is  not 
prosperity  Conservative?  Is  not  peace  Conservative?  Any 
energies  I  possess  I  have  devoted  to  their  advance;  I  have 
endeavoured  to  stand  on  the  rules  of  Political  Economy,  and 
to  be  guided  by  the  higher  rules  of  true  Morality ;  and  when 
advocating  a  measure  of  Reform  larger  than  some  are  pre¬ 
pared  to  grant,  I  appear  in  that  character,  for  I  believe  a  sub¬ 
stantial  measure  of  Reform  would  elevate  and  strengthen 
the  character  of  our  population ;  that,  in  the  language  of  the 
beautiful  prayer  read .  here  every  day,  it  would  tend  f  to  knit 
together  the  hearts  of  all  persons  and  estates  within  this 
realm/  I  believe  it  would  add  to  the  authority  of  the 
decisions  of  Parliament;  and  I  feel  satisfied  it  would  confer 
a  lustre,  which  time  could  never  dim,  on  that  benignant  reign 
under  which  we  have  the  happiness  to  live. 
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BIRMINGHAM,  JANUARY  18,  1865. 

[This  speech  was  spoken  in  the  Town  Hall  of  Birmingham  at  a  meeting  when, 
according  to  annual  custom,  the  Members  for  Birmingham  met  their  consti¬ 
tuents  to  discuss  the  political  questions  of  the  day.] 

When  my  honourable  Colleague  and  myself  had  the  pleasure 
last  year  of  meeting  you  in  this  hall,  there  was  one  subject 
which  was  pressing  upon  the  minds  of  all  of  us,  and  causing 
us  great  disquietude.  We  were  encompassed  by  rumours  of 
war.  A  small  State  in  the  North  of  Europe  was  surrounded 
by  difficulties — mainly,  I  am  afraid,  of  its  own  creation — and 
it  was  assailed  with  what,  in  this  country,  we  thought  almost 
a  savage  vindictiveness  by  a  powerful  people  comprising  one 
vast  empire  and  several  kingdoms.  We  were  not  disposed  to 
go  into  the  contest,  and  to  mingle  in  that  war ;  and  you  will 
recollect  that  my  honourable  Colleague  spoke  in  the  most 
emphatic  language  against  the  idea  that  we  should  enter  into 
a  war. — first,  with  Germany,  and  perhaps,  afterwards,  with 
some  other  States  of  Europe,  on  behalf  of  Denmark.  And, 
following  him,  I  used  these  words — speaking  now  from  my 
recollection  of  them— I  said  that  any  Government  in  England 
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that  plunged  us  into  war  for  the  sake  of  Denmark  would 
deserve  not  only  the  condemnation  hut  the  execration  of  the 
people. 

But  still,  although  we  took  so  decided  a  view,  we  cannot 
conceal  from  ourselves  that  there  was  a  certain  restlessness  in 
the  public  mind ;  it  was  observed  that  those  newspapers  in 
London  particularly  which  are  supposed  to  represent  the 
Government,  were  strongly  urging  the  country  to  war,  and 
the  papers  which  are  supposed  to  represent  the  Opposition 
were  urging  the  Government  to  the  same  course,  no  doubt 
with  the  kindly  intention  of  embarrassing  and  destroying  the 
Ministry.  But  we  had  to  recollect  that  at  the  head  of 
the  Government,  as  it  exists,  are  two  very  ancient  states¬ 
men  —  the  Prime  Minister  and  the  head  of  the  Foreign 
Office ;  and,  remembering  that  but  ten  years  ago  they  were 
the  Ministers  mainly  responsible  for  the  war  with  Russia,  we 
could  not  but  feel  that  the  danger  which  impended  over  us 
was  not  wholly  imaginary.  How  we  escaped  the  war  people 
seem  hardly  to  know.  Some  say  that  the  Queen  was  very 
much  opposed  to  a  war  with  Germany — as  doubtless  she 
would  be  opposed  to  any  war  which  she  believed  could 
possibly  be  avoided — and,  if  we  owe  our  chances  of  peace  to 
the  opinion  of  the  Queen,  for  my  part,  I  say  with  gladness 
that  I  am  grateful  to  the  Queen.  Some  say  that  we  owe 
peace  to  the  younger  members  of  the  Cabinet,  led  chiefly  by 
Mr.  Gladstone,  who  were  opposed  to  the  war.  If  that  be 
true,  I  tender  my  thanks  to  the  majority  of  the  Cabinet.  And 
some  say  that  the  unusual  speculative  monetary  engagements 
and  investments  of  last  year  made  all  the  moneyed  interests 
of  the  country  look  on  the  prospect  of  war  as  something 
absolutely  appalling  and  ruinous.  If  that  be  so,  I  tender  my 
thanks  to  the  moneyed  interests  of  the  country. 

But,  during  the  session,  this  question  was  incessantly 
discussed,  and  the  Government  exhibited  its  usual  feebleness, 
and  the  Opposition  its  usual  folly.  Nobody  could  get  the 
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Government  to  say  whether  it  was  for  peace  or  war.  If  a 
question  was  asked  about  the  station,  or  movements,  or 
destination  of  the  fleet,  an  answer  was  given  which  might  be 
read  one  way  or  the  other ;  and  if  the  Opposition  was  not  in 
favour  of  war — as  they  afterwards  declared  they  were  not — 
they  showed  it  by  an  incessant  attempt  to  drive  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  some  act  which  should  make  hostilities  inevitable. 
Towards  the  end  of  the  session,  if  you  are  readers  of  the 
debates  in  Parliament — and  I  hope  you  do  not  wholly  neglect 
them — you  would  see  that  there  was  a  very  long,  and  what 
was  called  a  great  debate,  and  then  the  feebleness  of  the 
Government  and  the  folly  of  the  Opposition  were  manifest, 
and  the  two  sides  of  the  House  had  to  make  some  ridiculous 
recantations  of  all  the  policy  that  in  past  times  they  have 
appeared  to  advocate.  There  were  remarkable  speeches  on  the 
Opposition  side,  one  made  by  General  Peel,  another  made  by 
Lord  Stanley ;  and  there  was  a  speech  of  remarkable  ability, 
and  in  every  way  admirable,  made  by  Mr.  Hardy,  the  Member 
for  Leominster.  Now,  I  am  not  charging  General  Peel, 
or  Lord  Stanley,  or  Mr.  Hardy  with  recanting  as  far  as 
regards  their  individual  opinions;  but  speaking— if  they  did 
speak — on  behalf  of  their  party,  I  say  that  their  speeches 
contained  a  general  and  wholesale  repudiation  of  the  whole 
foreign  policy  of  this  country,  as  regards  the  continent  of 
Europe,  from  the  time  of  TV illiam  III  to  the  leign  of 
Victoria. 

They  did  not  say,  perhaps,  as  I  once  said  in  this  hall  and 
some  men  criticised  what  I  had  said  with  a  severity  that 
would  have  been  perfectly  just  if  what  I  bad  said  had  been 
untrue— they  did  not  say,  as  I  had  said,  that  the  foreign 
policy  of  this  country  for  the  last  i  70  years  has  been  a  system 
of  gigantic  out-door  relief  to  the  English  aristocracy,  but  they 
admitted  this— and  I  am  willing  to  accept  it,  if  they  will,  in 
place  of  my  statement— that  it  had  been  a  cause  of  enormous 
burdens  and  sacrifices  to  the  people  of  England.  I  could 
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not  help,  during  these  discussions — in  which  I  took  no  part, 
for  this  reason,  that,  finding  it  my  duty  to  vote  against 
the  Opposition,  I  hardly  trusted  myself  to  make  the  speech 
which,  if  I  had  risen  to  address  the  House,  I  must  have  made 
against  the  policy  and  the  conduct  of  the  Government.  I 
thought  of  the  position  of  those  ancient  statesmen  to  whom 
I  have  referred.  Now,  do  not  imagine  that  I  am  speaking 
disrespectfully  of  Lord  Palmerston  or  of  Lord  Russell,  but  I 
am  speaking  to  my  fellow-countrymen  on  a  question  of  the 
most  stupendous  importance  to  their  present  and  future 
interests.  I  say  that  these  two  statesmen  have  in  past  times 
held  or  professed  opinions  which  I  think  altogether  unsound, 
and  pernicious  to  the  nation. 

Going  back  to  the  time  just  before  the  Russian  war — to  the 
year  1853  I  will  give  you  an  extract  from  a  speech  made  by 
Lord  Russell  at  the  town  of  Greenock,  in  Scotland,  on  the 
duty  of  England  with  regard  to  its  foreign  relations,  and  I 
will  show  you  what  a  change  has  taken  place  from  that  day  to 
this.  Bear  in  mind  this  was  just  before  the  opening  of  the 
Russian  war,  and  when  that  question  was  being  discussed, 
and  when  that  horrid  shape  of  carnage  was  appearing  above 
the  horizon,  and  every  thoughtful  man  looked  at  it  with 
dread.  Lord  Russell  said  this  to  the  Baillies  and  other 
sensible  inhabitants  of  Greenock.  He  said  : _ 

‘  It  is  likewise  to  be  considered— and  I  trust  we  stall  none  of  us  forget  it— 
that  this  country  holds  an  important  position  among  the  nations  of  the  world  • 
that  not  once,  but  many  times,  she  has  stood  forward  to  resist  oppression,  to’ 
maintain  the  independence  of  weaker  nations,  and  to  preserve  to  the  general 
amily  of  nations  that  freedom,  that  power  of  governing  themselves,  of  which 
others  have  sought  to  deprive  them.  I  trust  that  character  will  not  be  for¬ 
gotten,  will  not  be  abandoned  by  a  people  which  is  now  stronger  in  means 
which  is  more  populous,  and  more  wealthy,  than  it  ever  has  been  at  any 
ormer  period.  This  then,  you  will  agree  with  me,  is  not  a  period  to  abandon 
any  of  those  duties  towards  the  world,  towards  the  whole  of  mankind  which 
Great  Britain  has  hitherto  performed.’ 

Now  you  see  what  Lord  John  Russell  at  that  day  pro¬ 
posed  for  us  to  do.  You,  hard-working  men — and  every  man 
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who  receives  his  wages  at  the  end  of  the  week,  be  his  labour 
what  it  may — were  here  pledged  by  Lord  John  Russell  not 
to  abandon  any  of  those  duties  towards  the  world,  towards 
the  whole  of  mankind,  which  Great  Britain  has  hitherto 
performed.  We  were  to  defend  all  weaker  nations,  and  to 
take  care  that  nobody  was  molested  in  any  part  of  the 
globe. 

I  read  this  passage  in  order  that  you  may  see  the  sort 
of  thing  which,  only  twelve  years  ago,  was  spoken  by 
a  Cabinet  Minister,  to  a  meeting  of  what  are  generally 
reputed  to  be  sensible  Scotch  people.  But  if  I  were  to  take 
Lord  Palmerston’s  speeches,  I  dare  say  I  could  find  a  cartload 
of  rhetorical  rubbish  of  exactly  the  same  character.  During 
many  years  these  statesmen  have  been  making  their  popularity 
upon  such  a  theory  as  that,  and  their  newspapers  have  been 
reviling  Mr.  Cobden  and  myself  for  a  different  view,  and 
now  you  find  that  Parliament,  by  an  unanimous  vote,  has 
discarded  and  abandoned  and  overturned  the  whole  of  this 
policy,  and  has  sent  the  whole  thing — lie  and  superstition  and 
all — into  that  receptacle  to  which  all  lies  and  superstitions 
will  ultimately  go. 

I  think  myself  that  Lord  Palmerston  and  Lord  Russell, 
in  their  now  mature  age,  must  feel  that  either  they  have 
been  themselves  greatly  deceived,  or  they  have  done  much 
to  deceive  their  countrymen ;  and  I  think  my  country¬ 
men  will  derive  from  what  I  have  said  this  lesson,  which 
they  may  learn  on  many  pages  of  history, — that  it  is  not 
always  certain  that  men  are  great  statesmen  because  they 
happen  to  fill  great  offices. 

But  now  if  Denmark  was  allowed  to  be  dismembered, 
I  do  not  know  why  Holland,  or  Belgium,  or  Portugal,  or 
Turkey — [A  Voice  :  ‘  Or  America'’] — I  am  confining  myself, 
as  you  will  observe,  to  Eiu-ope — I  cannot  see  the  probability 
of  that  state  of  things  arising  to  which  my  honourable  Col¬ 
league  has  referred,  when  the  principle  of  non-intervention 
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Will  require  to  be  departed  from.  I  agree  with  him  that 
the  counfay  has  other  interests  than  its  commercial  interests, 
and  that  it  would  be  a  mean  and  a  base  thing  for  the  people' 
of  England  to  do,  as  I  am  sorry  to  say  our  Government  has 
often  done,  to  determine  what  was  the  exact  gain  or  loss 
commercially  in  the  conquest  of  an  island,  or  upon  the 
opportunity  of  trade,  before  it  determined  to  go  to  war  or 
o  maintain  peace.  My  own  opinion  is  that,  taking  the 
events  of  the  last  few  years-the  war  in  Italy,  in  which  we 
ook  no  part,  the  war  m  Denmark,  which  we  abstained  from 
meddling  m_the  debate  of  last  Session-and  the  great 
division  which  took  place  upon  this  question, -I  think  I 
am  not  much  mistaken  in  pronouncing  the  theory  of  the 
balance  of  power  to  be  pretty  nearly  dead  and  buried.  You 
cannot  comprehend  at  a  thought  what  is  meant  by  that 
balance  of  power.  If  the  record  could  be  brought  before 

r  bt  18  n0t  P°SSlble  t0  the  ^  of  humanity  to  scan 
he  scroll  upon  which  are  recorded  the  sufferings  which  the 

Tf  ^  °  ’e  ba  anee  of  Power  has  entailed  upon  this  country 
I  nses  up  before  me  when  I  think  of  it  as  .  Pghas%  ^ 

hich  during  one  hundred  and  seventy  years  whilst  it  b 
this  hae  loaded  the  nation “th 

t.  ,d  "ft  ’  has  SMrificed  the  of  hundreds  of 
.ousands  of  Enghshmen,  has  desolated  the  homes  of  millions 

of  famd.es,  and  has  left  us,  as  the  great  result  of  the  predicate 

expenditure  wlneh  it  has  eaused,  a  doubled  peerage  at  one°e'nd 

the  otheTl  ’  and  ,far  m°re  pauperism  at 

othei.  I  am  very  glad  to  be  here  to-night  amongst  nth. 
kings  to  be  able  to  say  that  we  may  re,L  that  Ifo 

o  fouler  than  any  heathen  tribe  ever  worshipped-has  at 
last  been  thrown  down  and  that  •  1  at 
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diminution  of  armaments;  for  if  it  be  now  determined  that 
we  are  not  to  send  armies  to  the  continent  of  Europe,  and 
fleets  to  blockade  ports  and  people  with  whom  we  have  no 
concern,  and  if  the  British  North  American  Colonies  are 
about  to  make  themselves  into  a  great  and  powerful  con¬ 
federation  still  in  friendly  alliance  with  this  country,  and  if 
the  colonies  of  Australia  are  so  distant  and  so  powerful  that 
nobody  can  molest  them,  and  if  the  people  of  these  islands 
are  better  fed — as  I  believe  they  are  better  fed  than  they 
have  been  for  the  last  eighty  years — I  say,  that  if  they  are 
more  loyal  to  the  law  and  more  friendly  to  every  good 
institution  of  the  country,  there  is  no  necessity  whatsoever 
to  extend  the  annual  military  expenditure,  which  is  double 
that  which  the  Duke  of  Wellington  and  Sir  Robert  Peel 
thought  necessary  five  and  twenty  years  ago. 

There  is  one  other  thing  to  say.  If  we  are  not  this  next 
session  to  discuss  the  question  of  Denmark,  the  question  of 
Italy,  and  the  question  of  America,  what  are  we  to  discuss  ? 
It  is  quite  clear  to  me  that  whether  we  have  more  dispo¬ 
sition  or  not,  we  shall  have  a  good  deal  more  time  to  discuss 
our  home  affairs.  Now  what  is  the  question  which  some 
gentlemen  who  have  been  eating  a  very  good  dinner  and 
making  very  foolish  speeches  at  Torquay, — what  is  the 
question  which  I  think  Lord  Devon  says— copying  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  his  leader  Mr.  Disraeli — is  ‘  looming  in  the  not 
distant  future  V  what  is  the  question  that  will  not  go  to 
sleep  ?  And,  let  me  remind  you  of  this,  that  really  great 
questions  that  affect  the  true  and  lasting  interests  and  rights 
of  men,  never  can  be  laid  fast  asleep ;  they  always,  somehow 
or  other,  wake  up  again.  There  is  a  startling  exemplification 
of  this  in  what  is  now  taking  place  in  the  United  States. 
Yon  know  that  for  thirty  years  past  the  statesmen  of  the 
United  States  have  voted  the  negro  a  very  great  nuisance ; 
they  said  they  would  not  talk  about  him;  some  of  them 
would  not  have  petitions  about  him  in  Congress ;  they  swore 
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each  other  to  silence ;  the  negroes  business  was  to  grow  rice, 
and  sugar,  and  tobacco,  and  cotton,  but  not  to  make  his 
appearance  on  the  floor  of  Congress,  and  therefore  they 
determined  to  have  done  with  him  and  to  bury  the  ques¬ 
tion,  and  they  congratulated  the  country  that  it  was  buried. 
And  now  after  a  few  years  you  see  North  and  South— both 
responsible  for  the  oppression  of  the  negro — in  the  most  deadly 
conflict,  and  the  negro  stands  forth  in  vast  proportions  before 
the  world.  He  is  rubbing  the  marks  of  the  branding-iron 
from  his  forehead,  the  shackles  which  have  bound  him  so 
long  are  dropping  from  his  limbs,  and  the  chattel  which 
was  bought  and  sold  by  these  statesmen  is  now  becoming 
every  day  a  free  man  before  the  world. 

Well,  then,  there  is  this  question  that  will  not  sleep— the 
question  of  the  admission  of  the  people  of  this  country  to  the 
rights  which  are  guaranteed  to  them,  and  promised  to  them 
by  everything  that  we  comprehend  as  the  constitution  of  this 
mted  Kingdom.  In  1861,  as  my  hon.  Friend  has  described 
to  you-and  I  listened  to  his  observations  with  very  great 
pleasure,  because  some  persons  may  suppose  that  lie  takes 
a  calmer  view  of  this  question  than  I  do-that  great  question 
of  Parliamentary  Reform  was  also  voted  a  nuisance;  and  it 
was  betrayed,  and  it  was  slain,  and  they  thought  it  was 
buried.  And,  when  I  use  the  word  ‘betrayed/  do  not  suppose 
ani  using  a  word  of  improper  harshness  to  the  Minister  or 
the  Ministers  coneerned.  My  hon.  Friend  said  truly  enough 
that  a  measure  of  that  kind  being  submitted  to  Parliament 
the  Minister  or  Ministers  by  whom  it  was  presented  should 
be  prepared  to  stand  or  fall  by  it.  I  was  reading  only 

i  m  the  last  few  days  a  very  interesting  book  The 

History  of  the  Passing  of  tke  ^ 

estimab  e  clergyman  in  my  neighbourhood- Mr.  Molesworth, 

well  L  1„„,  i  y  ■!  °Male_a  b00k  which  would  do 
to  look  at  ,f  it  comes  m  your  way ;  and  there  I  find  that 

°U  '  16  Lord  Grey  of  tll,J  time— did  not  stand  before 
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the  House  of  Lords,  with  a  smirk,  and  that  kind  of  look 
about  him  which  led  them  to  believe  that  he  did  not  mean  it, 
but  told  them,  in  language  as  distinct  and  emphatic  as  our 
English  tongue  affords,  that  the  Ministry  would  stand  or  fall 
by  that  measure ;  and,  more,  that  if  it  were  their  business  and 
duty  to  bring  in  another  Bill,  if  that  should  be  rejected,  it 
would  not  be  less  efficient  than  that  which  they  were  then 
discussing. 

There  is  not  a  man  in  the  House  of  Commons  who  was 
there  in  i860,  who  knows  anything  at  all  of  the  manner  in 
which  Bills  and  questions  are  treated  there, — and  there  is  not 
a  man  in  the  present  Cabinet,  who  does  not  know  perfectly 
well  that  if  Lord  Palmerston  had  said  on  some  one  evening  in 
the  year  i860,  that  his  Government  would  stand  or  fall  by 
the  Reform  Bill  then  before  the  House,  that  Bill  would  have 
passed  through  the  House  of  Commons  without  one  single 
effective  hostile  division  ;  nay,  I  have  heard  it  from  an  au¬ 
thority,  that  I  believe  cannot  err  upon  this  question,  that  the 
sagacious  leaders  of  the  House  of  Lords  had  resolved  that  if 

O 

the  Bill  did  come  up  from  the  Commons  they  would  not 
take  the  responsibility  of  rejecting  it. 

That  Bill  or  question  is  not  dead;  it  takes  shape  again, 
and  you  perceive  that  the  Tories,  and  those  Whigs  who 
are  like  Tories— all  Whigs  are  not  like  Tories,  therefore 
I  make  the  distinction — the  Tories,  and  those  Whigs  who 
are  like  Tories,  have  an  uncomfortable  feeling  which  ap¬ 
proaches  almost  to  a  shiver.  What  is  this  apparition  which 
alarms  them  ?  If  I  were  not  wisnful  to  say  something  dif¬ 
ferent  from  that  to  which  it  would  lead  me,  I  should  be 
tempted  to  read  you  those  speeches  at  the  Torquay  dinner  to 
show  you  what  it  is  that  they  are  afraid  of.  I  will  tell  you 
what  it  is.  They  are  afraid  of  the  five  or  six  millions  of 
Englishmen,  grown-up  men  who  are  allowed  to  marry,  to 
keep  house,  to  rear  children,  who  are  expected  to  earn  their 
living,  who  pay  taxes,  who  must  obey  the  law,  who  must  be 
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citizens  in  all  honourable  conduct — they  are  afraid  of  the  five 
or  six  millions  who  by  the  present  system  of  representation 
are  shut  out,  and  insultingly  shut  out,  from  the  commonest 
rights  of  citizenship. 

We  are  proud  of  our  country;  and  there  are  many 
things  in  it  which,  as  far  as  men  may  rightly  be  proud,  we 
may  be  proud  of.  We  may  be  proud  of  this,  that  England  is 
the  ancient  country  of  Parliaments.  We  have  had  here,  with 
scarcely  an  intermission,  Parliaments  meeting  constantly  for 
six  hundred  years ;  and  doubtless  there  was  something  of 
a  Parliament  even  before  the  Conquest.  England  is  the 
mother  of  Parliaments.  I  will  undertake  to  say,  with  a  little 
latitude  of  expression,  that  Lord  John  Russell,  before  he 
abandoned  the  cause  of  Reform — perhaps  even  since — talked 
very  much  in  the  daytime,  and  in  all  probability  dreamt  in 
the  night,  of  the  time  when  all  countries  in  Europe  would  be 
strictly  constitutional,  and  there  would  be  a  representative 
assembly  after  his  own  heart.  If  this  be  so,  I  ask  you,  men  of 
Birmingham  here — a  fair  representation  of  the  great  mass  of 
the  five  millions  throughout  the  United  Kingdom — I  ask  you 
why  you  should  be  thus  treated  in  your  own  land?  You 
know  the  boast  we  have  of  what  takes  place  when  negro- 
slaves  land  in  England  ;  you  know  what  one  of  our  best  poets 
has  said,  that  if  their  lungs  but  breathe  our  air,  that  moment 
they  are  free;  they  touch  our  country,  and  their  shackles 
tall.  But  how  is  it  with  an  Englishman  ?  An  Englishman, 
it  he  goes  to  the  Cape,  can  vote ;  if  he  goes  further,  to 
Australia,  to  the  nascent  empires  of  the  New  World,  he  can 
vote ;  if  he  goes  to  the  Canadian  Confederation,  he  can 
vote;  and  if  he  goes  to  those  grandest  colonies  of  Eng¬ 
land  not  now  dependent  upon  the  English  Crown,  there,  in 
twenty  free,  and,  in  the  whole,  in  thirty-five  different  States, 
he  can  give  his  free  and  independent  vote.  It  is  only  in  his 
own  country,  on  his  own  soil,  where  he  was  born,  the  very 
soil  which  he  has  enriched  with  his  labour  and  with  the 
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sweat  of  his  brow,  that  he  is  denied  this  right  which  in  every 
other  community  of  Englishmen  in  the  world  would  be 
freely  accorded  to  him. 

I  agree  very  much  with  the  gentlemen  of  the  Torquay 
dinner,  not  as  to  the  quality  of  the  dinner,  hut  as  to  that 
apparition  which  seemed  to  alarm  even  their  formidable  and 
robust  digestion.  This  apparition  is  not  a  pleasant  one.  This 
state  of  things  I  hold  to  be  dangerous,  and  one  that  cannot 
last.  It  may  happen,  as  it  happened  thirty  years  ago,  that 
the  eyes  of  the  five  millions  all  through  the  United  Kingdom 
may  be  fixed  with  an  intense  glare  upon  the  doors  of  Parlia¬ 
ment ;  it  was  so  in  the  years  1831-3  2.  There  are  men  in 
this  room  who  felt  then,  and  know  now,  that  it  required 
hut  an  accident — but  one  spark  to  the  train,  and  this  country 
would  have  been  in  the  throes  of  revolution ;  and  these 
gentlemen  who  are  so  alarmed  now  lest  a  man  who  lives  in 
a  10I.  house  in  a  county,  and  a  61.  house  in  a  borough,  should 
have  a  vote,  would  have  repented  in  sackcloth  and  ashes  that 
they  had  ever  said  one  word  or  given  one  vote  against  Lord 
Grey's  Reform  Bill.  I  say  that  accidents  always  are  happen¬ 
ing,  not  to  individuals  only,  hut  to  nations.  It  was  the 
accident  of  the  French  Revolution  of  1830  that  preceded  that 
great  movement  in  this  country.  You  may  have  accidents 
ao-ain,  hut  I  do  not  hold  that  to  he  statesmanship  which  allows 

O  ' 

the  security,  the  tranquillity,  the  loyalty  of  a  people  to  he  dis¬ 
turbed  by  any  accident  which  they  are  able  to  control.  If 
the  five  millions  should  once  unitedly  fix  their  eyes  with  an 
intense  look  upon  the  door  of  that  House  where  my  hon.  Friend 
and  I  expect  so  soon  to  enter,  I  would  ask  who  shall  say  them 
nay  ?  Not  the  mace  upon  the  table  of  the  House ;  not  the  four 
hundred  easy  gentlemen  of  the  House  of  Lords  who  lounge 
in  and  out  of  that  decorated  chamber ;  not  the  dozen  gentle¬ 
men  who  call  themselves  statesmen,  and  who  meet  in  Downing- 
street ;  perhaps  not  even  those  more  appalling  and  more 
menacing  personages  who  have  their  lodgment  highei  up 
VOL.  11.  1 
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Whitehall.  I  say  there  is  no  power  in  this  country,  as 
opinion  now  stands,  and  as  combination  is  now  possible, 
there  is  no  power  in  this  country  that  can  say  ‘Nay’  for  one 
single  week  to  the  five  millions,  if  they  are  intent  upon 
making  their  way  within  the  doors  of  Parliament.  This  is 
the  apparition  which  frightens  the  gentlemen  at  Torquay — 
the  climate  of  Torquay,  I  have  always  heard,  is  somewhat 
relaxing,  and  we  may  make  a  little  allowance  for  that 
nervous  excitement  which  was  exhibited  last  week. 

But  it  gives  trouble,  this  apparition  gives  trouble  in  other 
quarters,  to  which  I  would  pay  more  respect.  It  is  evident 
from  the  books,  and  the  pamphlets,  and  the  letters  that  are 
written,  and  the  speeches  that  are  made  upon  it.  Everybody 
who  does  not  want  Reform  says  that  nobody  wants  Reform, 
and  though  this  is  a  subject  which  they  say  the  people  do  not 
care  about,  they  immediately  begin  upon  it  and  make  it  the 
staple  of  their  own  speeches.  Two  gentlemen  have  recently 
come  before  the  public  on  this  subject,  whom  I  would  not 
class  with  those  of  whom  I  have  been  speaking.  One  is 
Mr.  Charles  Buxton,  the  Member  for  Maidstone;  he  is  a 
very  honest  and  excellent  person,  but,  after  the  proposition 
he  has  made,  I  should  be  slow  to  affirm  that  he  is  a  robust 
politician.  Mr.  Buxton  has  put  forward  a  scheme  which  I 
will  pass  from  after  one  sentence,  and  that  is  that  two  of 
your  townsmen  shall  go  up  to  the  poll  at  the  next  election, 
and  one  of  them  shall  give  one  vote  to  Mr.  Scholefield  and 
myself,  or  to  any  two  candidates  he  may  prefer  ;  and  the 
other  shall  give  two  votes  to  each  of  such  candidates  as  he 
shall  prefer;  and  the  only  justification  is  that  one  lives  in  a 
house  above  io l.  rental,  and  the  other  in  a  house  below  io l. 
I  was  very  much  surprised  that  any  man  in  political  life 
should  have  propounded  such  a  scheme.  He  found,  what  he 
ought  to  have  thought  of  before,  that  no  one  was  in  favour 
of  it. 

The  other  gentleman  on  whom  I  would  make  an  observation 
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is  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Lords,  the  son  of  that  Lord 
Grey  of  whom  I  have  been  speaking1 — the  Lord  Grey  of  the 
present  time.  Now  Lord  Grey  is  an  eminent  and  a  very 
capable  man;  everything  that  he  says  at  least  demands  an 
examination.  I  have  a  great  respect  for  Lord  Grey  for  two 
special  reasons.  I  heard  him  make  a  speech  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  when  he  was  there  as  Lord  Howick,  against  the 
Corn-law,  and  he  quoted  a  grand  and  solemn  passage  of  Scrip¬ 
ture  against  that  atrocious  law — and  the  Protectionists  said 
that  it  was  very  vulgar  to  quote  Scripture  on  such  a  subject. 
Lord  Grey  again  made  a  great  speech  in  the  House  of  Lords 
against  the  Russian  war,  and  that  showed  some  moral  courage, 
and  from  my  view  of  that  question,  I  think  it  showed  both 
intelligence  and  patriotism.  Therefore  I  come  to  the  conside¬ 
ration  of  anything  he  says  with  the  most  favourable  feeling 
towards  him. 

Lord  Grey,  I  said,  is  very  capable — that  is,  capable  with 
things  that  are  possible,  but  like  myself,  or  like  you,  he 
is  not  capable  with  the  impossible — and  his  undertaking  is 
this,  to  reconcile  something  which  he  thinks  will  be,  or  will 
appear  like  justice  to  the  people,  with  the  non-disturbance  of 
the  existing  supremacy  of  his  order.  Now,  it  is  no  use 
attempting  great  political  changes  without  disturbance;  the 
object  is  to  disturb  something.  The  Reform  Bill  which  his 
father  brought  in,  and  which  will  make  him  renowned  through 
all  English  history,  disturbed  the  borough -mongers  to  a 
remarkable  degree.  And  the  Bill  which  repealed  the  Corn- 
law  which  Lord  Grey  so  honourably  approved,  disturbed 
landlords  and  farmers,  and  did  them  nearly  as  much  good  as 
it  did  the  people.  Therefore,  I  do  not  care  a  bit  about  political 
change.  I  have  no  hostility  to  it  because  it  makes  some  dis¬ 
turbance  ;  that  is  precisely  what  we  want. 

What  then  do  you  think  Lord  Grey  has  proposed?  I  wish 
you  to  observe  it  minutely,  to  see  what  it  is  that  one  of  the 
most  acute  minds  in  the  country  can  propose  in  opposition 
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to  the  plain  and  simple  proposition  to  which  my  hon.  Friend 
has  given  his  warm  approval  to-day,  and  so  often  before.  Lord 
Grey — I  am  quoting,  not  from  his  book,  but  from  a  friendly 
criticism  in  the  Spectator,  which  newspaper  proposes  that  votes 
should  be  given  after  the  cumulative  fashion.  Now  I  must  ex¬ 
plain  that —  [Uproar  in  the  hall] — and  if  the  gentleman  there, 
who  is  rather  pressed  in  the  crowd,  will  only  listen,  he  will 
hear  the  most  amusing  proposition  he  has  ever  heard  in  his  life. 
Lord  Grey,  as  I  understand,  proposes  that  when  there  are  two 
candidates  to  be  elected,  or  three,  or  any  number — (I  will  take 
two  for  the  sake  of  the  simplest  illustration) — that  any  man 
coming  to  vote,  instead  of  giving  one  vote  for  Mr.  Scholefield 
and  another  to  me,  might  give  both  to  Mr.  Scholefield  or  both 
to  me.  Now,  let  us  see  how  it  would  work.  Take  your  last 
election  :  there  were  three  candidates,  and  two  Members  to  be 
elected.  I  will  assume,  for  the  sake  of  illustration,  that  this 
borough  had  a  number  of  electors  equal  to  10,000,  and  that 
6,500  were  Liberal,  and  would  support  us,  and  3,500  would 
have  been  disposed  to  support  Mr.  Acland,  when  he  was  a 
candidate,  though  that,  as  you  know,  is  a  very  wild  supposi¬ 
tion.  Look  how  it  would  work.  The  3,500,  we  will  suppose, 
kept  well  together,  and  instead  of  giving  3,500  votes,  which 
we  now  call  plumpers,  each  man  would  give  him  (Mr.  Acland) 
two,  which  would  make  7,000;  so  Mr.  Acland  would  stand 
on  the  poll  with  7,000  votes.  If  the  remaining  6,500  who 
were  Liberal  kept  together,  and  had  an  equal  regard  for  Mr. 
Scholefield  and  myself,  and  voted  steadily  for  him  and  for  me, 
we  should  have  6,500  each,  and  if  one  more  voted  for  Mr.’ 
Scholefield  than  for  me,  of  course  Mr.  Scholefield  would  be  at 
the  head  of  the  poll  as  regards  myself,  and  Mr.  Acland  would 
be  at  the  head  of  the  poll  as  regards  both ;  and  thus  the 
gentleman  who  came  into  your  town  upon  principles  which 
are  repudiated  by  two-thirds  or  the  vast  majority  of  the 
electors  would,  under  this  ingenious  scheme,  be  returned  by 
our  worthy  Mayor  the  next  day  at  the  head  of  the  poll.  That 
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is  what  they  call,  I  suppose,  not  disturbing'  anything.  We 
have  heard  of  races — I  have  heard  of  donkey  races,  where  the 
last  wins.  So  in  this  case,  the  slowest  animal  would  run  off 
with  the  prize. 

That  is  not  all,  because  Lord  Grey  has  several  other 
propositions.  One  is  that  Members  should  be  given  to 
Universities.  I  happen  to  know  that  the  Universities  which 
are  now  represented  could  not  at  any  time  during  the  last 
sixty  years— during  which  Lord  Grey  and  his  father  (one 
or  the  other)  have  been  statesmen — have  been  induced  to 
return  either  of  them  to  Parliament.  Lord  Grey  proposes, 
further,  that  professions,  such  as  lawyers  and  doctors,  should 
have  representatives  in  Parliament;  not  from  them  as  citizens, 
as  we  have  now,  but  from  them  as  lawyers  and  doctors. 

I  have  had  the  misfortune  of  late  years  to  fall  very  unfor¬ 
tunately  into  the  hands  of  the  lawyers,  and  hardly  anything, 
I  assure  you,  can  be  more  painful  or  more  costly.  Then, 
occasionally,  we  all  of  us  have  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the 
doctor;  and,  though  we  feel  grateful  to  him,  we  would  much 
rather  see  him  in  our  houses  as  a  friend  than  in  his  profes¬ 
sional  character.  If  I  wanted  law  I  should  go  to  the  lawyer, 
and  if  I  wanted  medicine  or  surgery  I  should  go  to  the 
physician  or  the  surgeon ;  but  I  should  not  like  the  public 
and  political  interests  of  the  people  of  this  country  to  go  into 
the  hands  of  a  class  of  men  because  they  were  lawyers  or 
because  they  were  doctors.  In  fact,  there  is  nothing  like  this 
that  I  recollect,  except  the  proposition  of  old  Mr.  Weller, 
who,  when  his  son  was  engaged  in  some  legal  business,  re¬ 
commended  him  to  consult  a  friend  of  his  because  he  was 
a  very  good  judge  of  a  horse. 

But  I  have  not  done  with  Lord  Grey's  proposition.  He 
proposes  that  the  House  of  Commons  itself  should  have  the 
authority  on  certain  occasions  to  nominate  as  Members  of  its 
own  body  certain  prominent  men  from  amongst  its  number . 
For  example,  if  a  Member  of  the  House,  a  prominent  man, 
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from  some  cause  or  other  had  failed  of  his  election,  that 
the  House  of  Commons  should  have  the  right  to  give  him 
the  nomination  of  a  perpetual  seat  in  that  House,  in  order 
that  the  House  might  be  sure  to  have  a  Member  whom 
some  great  constituency  had  rejected.  But  now  to  you 
men— to  the  working-men  of  Birmingham— he  offers  another 
proposition,  which  is  that  there  should  be  a  register  of  trades, 
and  that  a  certain  number  of  Members  should  be  elected  by 
certain  trades,  enough  to  allow  them  to  speak  in  the  House  of 
Commons ;  but  rely  upon  it,  not  enough  seriously  to  affect 
the  decision  of  that  House.  I  have  always  thought  that  it 
was  one  of  the  great  objects  of  statesmen  in  our  time  not  to 
separate  the  people  into  sections  and  classes,  but  rather  to 
unite  them  all  in  one  firm  and  compact  body  of  citizenship, 
equally  treated  by  the  law,  and  equally  loyal  to  the  law  and 
to  the  Government  of  the  country. 

But  Lord  Grey  proposes  some  things  that  are  right.  He 
would  extend  the  suffrage,  and  he  would  abolish  many,  if  not 
all,  the  very  small  boroughs.  But  having  made  these  conces¬ 
sions,  he  adds  to  them  the  propositions  which  I  have  described 
and  which  more  than  neutralise  the  gifts  which  he  would 
confer  upon  you ;  and  I  beg  you  to  take  the  warning  which 
my  hon.  Friend  has  given  you,  and  which  I  will  venture  to 
repeat— to  look  with  the  greatest  possible  suspicion  upon  any 
of  these  fancy  propositions  of  Reform.  The  question  is  a 
great  question,  and  a  simple  question,  and  if  any  man  comes 
before  you  with  a  complex  and  involved  scheme  which  is 
difficult  to  understand,  take  note  of  this,  that  he  does  not  offer 
you  solid  coin  in  payment  of  your  claim,  with  the  impress  of 
the  English  Constitution  upon  it,  but  he  offers  you  flash  notes 
or  com  of  an  inferior  or  worthless  metal. 

I  am  often  charged,  as  you  know,  with  having  too  little 
reverence  for  authority  in  this  country.  Some  have  even 
dared  m  public  newspapers  to  charge  me  with  disloyalty  to 
the  head  of  the  executive  in  this  country.  There  is  one 
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disloyalty  whieli  I  hold  to  be  worse  than  all  other — worse 
than  that  which  turns  its  back  upon  the  Crown,  or  turns  its 
back  upon  the  peerage, — and  that  is  disloyalty  to  freedom 
and  to  the  people.  If  representation  be  not  an  evil — and 
who  in  this  country  shall  say  it  is  ? — what  is  the  use  ol  all 
these  tricks  not  to  complete  representation,  hut  to  avoid  it 
and  escape  it  ?  I  want  to  ask  what  is  this  representation  that 
we  consider  the  foundation  of  liberty  in  this  kingdom  ?  If  all 
the  men  in  England,  Wales,  Scotland,  and  Ireland — 6,000,000 
or  7,000,000 — were  assembled  on  Salisbury  Plain  to  determine 
on  great  public  questions,  the  crowd  would  be  too  great  for 
business,  and  chaos  would  come.  It  is  therefore  resolved,  and 
has  been  resolved  for  six  hundred  years,  that  counties  and 
boroughs  and  districts,  and  the  people  in  their  different 
localities,  shall  send  up  men  in  whom  they  have  confidence,  to 
meet  at  a  certain  time  and  place,  and  having  the  fear  and  the  _ 
regard  which  I  trust  we  all  have  for  those  who  send  us  there, 
to°act  honourably  in  the  face  of  God  and  of  our  conscience,  and 
honourably  in  the  face  of  our  country,  on  behalf  of  the  true 
and  solid  interests  of  the  nation.  But  if  you  did  decide  on 
Salisbury  Plain  with  that  vast  multitude,  clearly  the  majority 
must  carry  the  day;  and  if  you  split  the  nation  up  into 
constituencies,  clearly  if  you  are  to  have  any  representation  at 
all,  the  majority  must  carry  the  day. 

There  is  a  great  fear  of  majorities  amongst  these  people. 
The  people  of  Torquay  did  not  go  into  much  detail,  and 
therefore  they  did  not  say  much  on  that  point,  but  they 
have  a  great  fear  of  what  they  call  ‘  numbers/  and  of  elec¬ 
tion  and  legislation  by  majorities.  What  is  a  majority  in 
Birmingham  ?  It  holds  one  opinion,  and  we  are  supposed  to 
represent  it ;  but  the  majority  in  Liverpool— a  town  bigger 
than  Birmingham — in  the  present  state  of  the  constituencies, 
holds  a  different  opinion,  and  it  sends  one  man  who  agrees 
with  us,  and  another  man  who  always  contradicts  him. 
The  minority  in  Birmingham  is  in  a  certain  sense  represented 
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by  the  majority  of  Liverpool,  and  taking-  the  majorities 
in  some  districts,  and  the  minorities  in  others,  if  there  be 
an  opinion  that  is  worth  anything-  which  is  held  by  any 
constituency,  as  a  matter  of  course  it  has  its  representative, 
who  can  speak  on  its  behalf  in  that  House ;  but  surely  nobody 
in  his  senses  would  ask  that  in  a  representative  country  the 
minorities  in  all  the  constituencies  should  send  Members  to 
1  arliament,  and  that  their  business  when  they  g-ot  there 
should  be  always  to  say  ‘  No  ’  when  the  majority  said  £  Ay/ 

I  want  to  know  whence  this  fear  of  the  people  is.  Will 
somebody  undertake  to  tell  us  why  is  this  fear  of  the  people  ? 
It  does  not  exist  elsewhere.  It  does  not  exist  in  the  various 
countries  of  Europe,  where  representative  systems  are  being- 
daily  established.  It  does  not  exist  anywhere  amongst  Eng¬ 
lishmen,  except  in  these  two  islands.  I  have  spoken  to  you 
already  of  Australia.  The  franchise  in  Australia,  doubtless,  is 
lower  than  it  is  in  this  country  :  but  Australian  Governments 
legislate  in  accordance  with  the  opinions  of  the  Australian 
people.  As  to  Canada,  I  have  here  a  little  extract  which  I 
will  read  to  you.  You  know  that  the  province  of  Canada— of 
the  two  Canadas— New  Brunswick,  Prince  Edward  Island, 
Nova  Scotia,  and  I  suppose  Newfoundland  and  all  the  British 
North  American  provinces,  are  about  to  make  a  Confederation 
—a  State  of  considerable  magnitude;  and  they  wish  our  Par¬ 
liament,  this  present  session,  to  pass  a  measure  which  shall  be 
the  foundation  and  constitution  of  that  future  Confederacy. 
Here  is  an  extract  from  the  speech  of  Mr.  George  Brown,  who 
is  at  this  present  moment  the  most  prominent  of  Canadian 
Ministers,  explaining  the  scheme  : _ 


‘  TI‘!fdUyif!0n  °f  lament  will  probably  be  limited  to  five  years  and  of 
Z Ze  Got  C?Pr;  °f  tW°  branches-a  leSislati-  Council  appointed 

and  a  H^eTc6  ^  ^  ^  of  the  sections, 

and  a  House  of  Commons,  m  which  we  are  to  obtain  that  so  long  desired  so 

long  earnestly  contended  for  Reform-Representation  by  Population.* 

1  heref°re  0ur  Parllament  is  this  session  about  to  pass  a  Bill 
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affecting  the  British  North  American  provinces  which  these 
gentlemen  tell  us  will  lie  wholly  destructive  if  applied  to 
this  country.  I  want  to  ask  you,  the  men  of  Birmingham, 
who  have  recently  been  reading  the  papers  a  good  deal, 
especially  with  regard  to  what  is  taking  place  in  the  United 
States — and  I  shall,  like  my  honourable  Friend,  avoid  any 
allusion  to  that  terrible  revolution  which  is  taking  place 
there — if  you  have  observed  that  in  the  State  of  New  York 
alone  700,000  men  voted  at  the  last  Presidential  election,  and 
that  throughout  the  whole  of  the  Free  States  not  less  than 
4,000,000  votes  were  given,  and  that  they  were  all  given  with 
the  most  perfect  order  and  tranquillity  throughout  the  whole 
of  the  States  ? 

But  perhaps  our  friends  who  oppose  us  will  say,  f  We  do  not 
fear  about  elections  and  order.  What  we  fear  is  this  the 
legislative  results  of  this  wide  extension  of  the  franchise. 

I  am  ready  to  test  it  in  any  country  by  the  results  of 
legislation.  I  say,  whether  you  go  to  South  Africa,  or  to 
Australia,  or  to  the  British  North  American  provinces,  or 
to  the  States  of  the  American  Union,  you  will  find  ex¬ 
cluding  always  those  States  where  slavery  injures  the  state  of 
society— you  will  find  that  life  and  property  are  as  secure, 
you  will  find  that  education  is  much  more  extended  amongst 
the  people,  that  there  is  quite  as  wide  a  provision  for  then- 
religious  interests,  that  the  laws  are  as  merciful  and  just,  that 
taxes  are  imposed  and  levied  with  as  great  equality,  and  that 
the  millions  of  your  countrymen  who  are  now  established  in 
those  countries  are  at  least  as  well  off  in  all  the  circumstances 
of  life  as  are  the  people  of  this  country  whom  they  have  left 
behind  them.  I  confess  that  I  never  yet  heard  of  a  man  who 
returned  to  this  country  from  any  of  those  countries  under 
the  impression  that  he  would  be  more  secure  here  than  he 

would  be  there. 

I  have  a  very  intelligent  friend  in  London  — he  is  an  eminent 
man,  whose  friendship  I  consider  a  great  honour  and  advantage 
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to  myself— who  wrote  to  me  the  other  day,  and  said,  ‘  I  do 
not  think  it  is  good  tactics  at  present,  in  discussing-  the 
question  of  Reform,  to  make  any  reference  to  the  United 
States/  Rut  I  am  not  asking-  you  to  follow  the  example 
of  the  United  States.  I  am  only  showing-  you  that  there, 
and  m  the  Canadian  provinces,  and  in  Australia,  Englishmen 
can  vote  in  perfect  order  in  vast  numbers,  and  that  they 
can  legislate  with  all  the  justness,  and  all  the  fairness,  and 
all  the  good  to  their  people  which  we,  even  speaking  in 
the  most  favourable  language,  can  ever  gain  from  the  legis¬ 
lation  of  the  Government  of  this  country.  Rut  still,  I  ask  you 

to  answer  me  this  question  if  you  can.  There  is  something _ 

tell  me  what  it  is — that  these  people  at  Torquay  are 
afraid  of.  They  talk  about  our  institutions;  and  if  I  were 
to  read  you  the  report  of  one  of  these  speeches  which  I 
have  here,  you  would  find  in  every  sentence  that  there 
was  something  said  about  '  our  institutions/  and  it  comes 
out  that  the  ‘institutions'  are  what  they  call  Church  and 
State.  It  is  not  very  distinct,  but  because  we  have  heard  it 
for  fifty  years— some  of  us— we  begin  to  have  a  kind  of 
glimpse  of  what  it  means.  It  does  not  mean  the  House  of 
Commons,  and  it  does  not  mean  chapels,  and  what  is  more,  it 
does  not  mean  churches  in  any  other  sense  than  the  political 
sense,  for  a  man  must  be  a  fool  who  supposes  that  any  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  suffrage  in  this  country,  or  any  democratic  form  of 
government,  would  lessen  by  one  single  brick  or  stone  or  piece 
of  timber  or  scantling  any  place  of  worship  of  any  sect  or 
church  m  this  country;  and  more  than  that,  he  must  be  a 
blockhead  beyond  all  power  of  argument  to  suppose  that  in 
this  great  community  the  ministers  of  your  various  free 
churches  and  dissenting  sects  would  be  less  thought  of  than 
they  are  at  present,  or  that  the  gentleman  whom  I  saw  on 
this  platform  to-night  (Dr.  Miller)  would  have  less  respect 
or  influence  here  than  he  has  at  this  moment. 

Rut  this,  I  suspect,  is  what  they  fear.  I  have  sought  a 
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good  deal  into  this  question,  and  it  seems  to  me  as  if  they  had 
a  notion  that  in  this  country  we  have  some  institutions  which 
have  come  down  to  us  from  the  middle  ages — from  what 
some  people  call  the  dark  ages — and  that  these  institutions 
may  not  permanently  harmonize  with  the  intelligence  and 
the  necessities  of  the  nineteenth  century  in  which  we  live. 
The  c  institutions  3  are  truly  safe  enough  if  the  Government 
be  in  the  hands  of  the  institution ;  and  if  the  Peerage  and 
the  Established  Church  are  to  rule  in  England,  then  I 
presume  that  the  Peerage  and  the  Established  Church,  in 
their  present  condition,  will  be  permanently  safe;  and  if 
the  great  patronage  of  our  vast  expenditure  is  to  be  dis¬ 
pensed  perpetually  amongst  the  ruling  class,  the  ruling 
class  as  a  matter  of  course  will  take  extreme  care  of  the 
patronage.  There  is  something  very  sacred  in  that  patronage. 
There  are  many  families  in  this  country  with  long  lines  of 
ancestry,  who,  if  patronage  were  curtailed,  would  feel  very 
much  as  some  of  us  feel  in  Lancashire  when  the  American 
war  has  stopped  our  supplies  of  cotton.  They  look  upon 
patronage  as  a  holy  thing,  not  to  be  touched  by  profane 
hands.  I  have  no  doubt  they  have  in  their  minds  the  saying 
of  a  great  friend  of  mine,  though  he  is  an  imaginary  character 

_ I  mean  Hosea  Bigelow,  the  author  of  the  Bigelow  Papers. 

He  says  — 

‘  It  is  something  like  a  fulfilling  the  prophecies, 

When  all  the  first  families  have  all  the  best  offices.’ 

But,  Sir,  I  protest  against  this  theory.  I  protest  against 
the  theory  that  the  people  of  this  country  have  an  un¬ 
reasonable  and  violent  desire  to  shake  or  overturn  institu¬ 
tions  which  they  may  not  theoretically  approve  of.  Wliat 
are  these  people  admitting  by  making  these  statements 
and  expressing  these  fears?  Are  the  people  really  against 
the  House  of  Lords?  [A  Voice:  (No/]  They  say— I  am 
constantly  told — the  people  like  the  Lords  very  much. 
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I  never  think  it  worth  my  while  to  deny  it ;  for  I  am 
perfectly  content  to  live  under  the  institutions  which  the 
intelligence,  and  the  virtue,  and  the  experience  of  my 
countrymen  fairly  represented  in  Parliament  shall  deter¬ 
mine  upon.  I  was  told  when  this  Government  was  formed — 
you  must  recollect  that  some  people  did  me  the  honour  to 
suppose  that  I  should  be  asked  to  take  office  in  Lord  Palmer¬ 
ston's  Government,  along  with  my  friends  Mr.  Gibson  and 
Mr.  Cobden.  Mr.  Cobden  was  in  America  at  the  time, — 
I  suppose  they  did  not  like  him  much  better  than  they 
liked  me,  hut  it  is  possible  they  disliked  him  rather  less. 
Mr.  Cobden  did  not  take  the  seat  which  was  offered  him  for 
reasons  which  were  then  made  public,  but  the  statement 
which  was  made  to  me — which  came  from  Lord  Palmerston 
to  he  conveyed  to  me — was  this,  that  I  had  expressed 
opinions  in  recent  speeches  with  regard  to  institutions,  or  an 
institution,  which  the  majority  of  Englishmen  deemed  essen¬ 
tial,  which  would  make  it  impossible  for  him  to  offer  me  a 
seat  in  his  Government. 

I  had  attended  meetings — you  must  recollect — in  fact,  the 
fiist  I  attended  here  after  X  was  elected  one  of  your  repre¬ 
sentatives.  I  afterwards  went  to  Glasgow,  and  to  Edinburgh, 
and  to  Manchester,  and  to  Bradlord,  and  the  largest  room  in 
all  these  places  could  not  contain  one-half  of  those  who 
wished  to  come  to  hear  something  said  on  the  question  which 
I  was  discussing,  and  the  speeches  which  were  then  made 
were  supposed  to  be  tainted  with  rather  less  reverence  for  the 
House  of  Lords  than  some  persons  think  proper ;  and  there¬ 
fore,  though  I  was  fit  to  he  your  representative,  and  was 
applauded  by  listening  thousands  of  my  countrymen,  I  was 
not  qualified  to  take  office  in  her  Majesty's  Government. 

But  is  it  true  that  the  people  are  against  the  Church? 
Do  they  ever,  in  the  slightest  degree,  abstain  from  giving 
respect  and  honour  to  any  minister  of  that  Church  who 
acts  even  though  it  be  with  the  feebleness  which  belongs 
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to  all  efforts  in  that  character — who  acts  in  any  degree 
consistent  with  the  position  of  a  Christian  minister  ? 
Besides,  if  the  Church  is  the  poor  man's  Church,  surely 
the  poor  man  must  know  it ;  and,  therefore,  who  could 
imagine  for  a  moment  that  the  people  of  this  country, 
acting  fairly  through  their  representatives,  would  do  any¬ 
thing  as  regards  that  Church  which  would  damage  its 
usefulness  as  a  Christian  institution,  or  make  it  less  honoured 
or  less  influential  in  the  spread  of  Christianity  amongst  the 
population  of  these  islands?  Why  are  they,  then,  afraid  of 
the  people  ?  If  a  million  more  electors — I  believe  the  last 
Bill  only  proposed  to  add  half  a  million — were  admitted,  is 
there  any  single  interest  that  deserves  one  moment's  con¬ 
sideration  that  this  million  of  new  electors,  joined  with  the 
present  million  of  electors,  would  combine  in  Parliament  to 
uproot  and  destroy  ?  I  am  not  one  called  upon  to  de¬ 
fend  our  institutions.  It  is  not  my  business,  because  they 
are  not  attacked;  but  I  will  assert  this,  that  the  Crown — 
which  is  the  most  venerable  of  the  institutions  to  which 
it  is  supposed  democracy  could  be  hostile — that  the  Crown  is 
not  opposed  to  the  admission  of  this  million  or  half  million, 
and  that  the  Queen  of  these  realms  has  more  than  once  from 
her  own  lips  declared  to  Parliament  her  free  consent  to  the 
admission  of  this  number  of  people  to  the  franchise. 

It  follows,  then,  I  say,  that  the  institutions  which  people 
are  so  much  afraid  of  are  in  themselves  unpopular  or  hurtful, 
or  else  that  the  people  themselves  are  grossly  slandered.  I 
would  insist  on  this;  since  the  power  of  the  Crown  was 
limited  two  hundred  years  ago,  and  since  the  power  of  the 
nobles  was  limited  thirty  years  ago,  good  government  has 
gained  greatly  in  this  country,  and  the  people  are  in  all  cir¬ 
cumstances  better,  and  I  am  quite  sure  that  the  respect  shown 
to  the  Crown  is  more  general  by  far  than  it  was  at  an  earlier 
period.  But  our  Constitution  involves  necessarily  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  people,  and  in  calling  for  this  representation 
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we  stand  upon  a  foundation  from  which  no  argument  and  no 
sophistry  can  ever  remove  us.  The  House  of  Commons  is  in 
reality  the  only  guarantee  we  have  for  freedom.  If  "you 
looked  at  any  other  country,  and  saw  nothing  hut  a  monarch, 
he  might  be  a  good  king  and  might  do  his  best,  but  you 
would  see  that  there  is  no  guarantee  for  freedom — you  know 
not  who  will  be  his  successor.  If  you  saw  a  country  with  no 
Crown,  but  with  a  handful  of  nobles,  administering  the 
government  of  the  country,  you  would  say  there  is  no 
guarantee  there  for  freedom,  because  a  number  of  individuals 
acting  together  have  not  the  responsibility,  or  the  feeling  of 
responsibility,  that  one  man  has,  and  they  do  things  which 
one  man  would  not  dare  to  do.  If  there  be  a  man  here 
who  feels  himself  and  his  prejudices  rise  up  against  the 
statements  I  am  making,  he,  at  least,  will  admit  that  the 
real  and  only  permanent  foundation  for  political  freedom 
in  any  country  is  in  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of 
a  system  of  political  representation  —  in  your  Houses  of 
Parliament. 

At  that  dinner  at  Torquay,  a  nobleman  presided  whom 
I  had  the  pleasure  of  knowing  a  little  when  he  was  a 
Member  of  the  House  of  Commons,  and  another  nobleman 
whom  I  have  also  known  there  made  the  principal  speech, 
and  what  do  you  think  they  did?  They  had  a  number  of 
toasts  which  is  a  thing  I  do  not  recommend  because  they 
do  not  drink  them  in  cold  water-and  they  proposed,  first, 
w  mt  are  called  the  ceremonial  toasts— though  one  would 
icpe  they  are  not  altogether  ceremonial— and  amongst  them 

16  °Use  ■*JOr^s-  r^)e  toasf  was  responded  to  in  a  long 
speech  by  Lord  Devon.  And  what  did  they  propose  next" 
Not  the  House  of  Commons,  but  ‘The  Conservative  Party  in 
ie  ouse  of  Commons/  They  did  not  propose  ‘The  Con¬ 
servative  Party  in  the  House  of  Lords/  Perhaps  they 
thought  the  whole  House  of  Lords  was  a  Conservative  party 
or  else  they  thought  that  the  Liberal  party  in  the  House  of 
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Commons  was  really  not  worth  remembering,  except  it  may 
be  to  wish  that  it  did  not  exist.  These  gentlemen  do  not 
comprehend  our  Constitution  at  all.  They  do  not  know, 
apparently,  that  it  is  only  because  there  is  something  which 
the  people  still  believe  to  he  in  some  degree  a  representative 
body,  and  which  stands  between  them  and  monarchical  and 
aristocratic  despotism— that  it  is  only  the  existence  of  that 
House  which  makes  the  institution  they  are  so  fond  of  safe 
and  permanent  at  all— and  they  are  afraid  that  the  five  millions 
somehow  or  other  will  get  into  it.  Now,  I  beg  to  tell  them 
that  the  five  millions  will  get  into  it,  though  they  may  not 
get  into  it  all  at  once ;  and  perhaps  few  men  desire  that  they 
should,  for  I  am  opposed  myself  to  great  and  violent  changes, 
which  create  needless  shocks,  and  which  are  accepted,  if  they 
are  accepted,  with  great  alarm. 

But  I  will  undertake  to  say  that  some  portion,  a  consider¬ 
able  and  effective  portion,  of  those  five  millions  will  before 
many  years  are  passed  be  freely  allowed  to  vote  foi  IMembeis 
of  the  House  of  Commons.  It  is  not  the  democracy  which 
these  gentlemen  are  always  afraid  of  that  is  the  peril  of  this 
country.  It  was  not  democracy  in  1832  that  was  the  peril. 
It  was  the  desperate  antagonism  of  the  class  that  then  had 
power  to  the  just  claims  and  rights  of  the  people.  And  at  this 
moment,  when  they  dine  and  when  I  speak,  I  tell  them  that 
Conservatism— they  give  it  that  name,  but  it  is  worthy  of 
a  very  different  name — that  Conservatism,  be  it  Tory  or  be  it 
Whig,  is  the  true  national  peril  which  we  have  to  face.  They 
may  dam  the  stream,  they  may  keep  back  the  waters,-  but  the 
volume  is  ever  increasing,  and  it  descends  with  accelerated 
force,  and  the  time  will  come  when,  in  all  probability,  and  to 
a  certainty,  if  wisdom  does  not  take  the  place  of  folly,  the 
waters  will  burst  their  banks,  and  these  men,  who  fancy  they 
are  stemming  this  imaginary  apparition  of  democracy,  will  be 
swept  away  by  the  resolute  will  of  a  united  and  determined 
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For  one  moment  cast  your  eyes  over  the  face  of  Europe. 
You  will  find  that  there  are  now  only  two  considerable  States 
that  have  not  representative  institutions — Turkey  and  Russia  ; 
and  Russia  is  making-  progress  in  freedom  equal  at  least  to 
the  progress  of  any  other  State  in  Europe.  Representation  is 
found  in  Italy,  in  Austria  even,  in  almost  all  the  German 
States,  in  the  Northern  States,  in  Belgium,  Holland,  France, 
Portugal,  and  Spain.  It  is  found  also,  as  I  have  said,  and  as 
you  know,  all  over  the  American  continent.  It  is  found, 
also,  firmly  settled  as  an  institution  in  Australia.  English- 

O 

men,  everywhere  but  at  home,  are  received  into  the  bosom  of 
this  great  permanent  undying  institution,  this  safeguard  for 
national,  for  human  freedom.  But  here  they  are  slandered, 
they  are  insulted,  they  are  reviled,  they  are  shut  out.  They  are 
invited  to  half  a  hundred  ways  of  amusing  themselves;  but 
if  they  stand  at  the  hustings  or  at  the  poll,  and  see  their 
i  ichei  In  ethren  come  up  to  vote,  they  are  not  allowed  to 
i  egister  their  names  m  favour  of  principles  for  which  their 
fathers  before  them,  and  themselves,  have  sighed  in  many 
a  bitter  hour  of  disappointment. 

Now,  Sir,  I  would  change  all  this.  I  speak  out  of  no 
hostility  to  any  class,  or  any  institution.  That  man  who 
proposes  to  exclude  permanently  five  millions  of  his  country¬ 
men  from  the  right  which  the  Constitution  of  his  country 
makes  sacred  in  his  eyes,  I  say  that  is  the  man  that  separates 
Englishmen  into  two  nations,  and  makes  it  impossible  that 
we  should  be  wholly  or  permanently  a  contented  people.  I 
demand,  then,  this,  which  is  but  the  right  of  our  Constitution, 
that  the  House  of  Commons  shall  be  made  freely  and  fairly 
to  represent  the  Commons  and  the  people  of  the  United 
Kingdom.  England  has  long  been  famous  for  the  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  personal  freedom  by  her  people.  They  are  free  to 
think,  they  are  free  to  speak,  they  are  free  to  write ;  and  Eng¬ 
land  has  been  famed  of  late  years,  and  is  famed  now  the  world 
over,  for  the  freedom  of  her  industry  and  the  greatness  and 
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the  freedom  of  her  commerce.  I  -want  to  know  then  why  it 
is  that  her  people  should  not  he  free  to  vote.  Who  is  there 
that  will  meet  me  on  this  platform,  or  will  stand  upon  any 
platform,  and  will  dare  to  say,  in  the  hearing  of  an  open 
meeting  of  his  countrymen,  that  these  millions  for  whom  I 
am  now  pleading  are  too  degraded,  too  vicious,  and  too  de¬ 
structive  to  he  entrusted  with  the  elective  franchise  ?  I  at 
least  will  never  thus  slander  my  countrymen.  I  claim  for 
them  the  right  of  admission,  through  their  representatives, 
into  the  most  ancient  and  the  most  venerable  Parliament 
which  at  this  hour  exists  among  men;  and  when  they  are 
thus  admitted,  and  not  till  then,  it  may  be  truly  said  that 
England,  the  august  mother  of  free  nations,  herself  is  free. 
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THE  REFORM  BILL  OF  LORD  RUSSELL’S  ADMINISTRATION. 

ON  THE  MOTION  FOR  LEAVE  TO  BRING  IN  THE  BILL. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  MARCH  13,  1866. 

[On  the  death  of  Lord  Palmerston,  Lord  Russell  became  Prime  Minister,  and 
on  the  meeting  of  Parliament,  a  Bill  for  the  improvement  of  the  Represen¬ 
tation  of  tiie  People  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Gladstone,  on  behalf  of  the 
Government.  The  Bill  did  not  pass,  and  the  Russell  Administration  retired 
from  office  in  June,  1866.] 

Although  in  the  course  of  this  debate  I  have  been  the 
subject  of  much  remark,  and  of  not  a  little  that  may  he 
fairly  termed  unusual  attack,  I  beg  to  assure  the  House 
that  I  have  not  risen  for  the  purpose  of  defending  myself, 
since  I  am  ready  to  leave  my  course  in  this  House  and  my 
political  character  to  the  impartial  view  of  Members  of  the 
House,  and  to  the  just  judgment  of  my  countrymen  outside 
the  House.  Nor  have  I  risen  for  the  purpose  of  entering 
into  an  elaborate  defence  of  the  Bill  introduced  by  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer.  I  think,  however,  that  there 
has  been  so  much  said  which  is  not  to  the  point  that  it 
may  be  advantageous  if  I  endeavour  to  explain  to  the  House 
what  I  understand  the  Bill  to  be— to  state  some  of  the 
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grounds  on  which  it  appeals  to  us  for  support,  and  to  ask 
the  House  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  question, 
and  in  the  existing  condition  of  the  country,  it  is  the  duty 
of  Parliament  to  permit  it  to  pass  into  a  law. 

One  thing  in  the  Bill  is  highly  satisfactory  to  me — that 
both  in  what  it  does  and  the  manner  in  which  it  proposes 
to  do  it,  it  is  distinct,  clear,  without  any  tricks — without 
semblance  of  giving  something  in  one  clause,  and  then  under 
a  feeling  of  alarm  withdrawing  that  something  in  the  clause 
that  follows.  I  have  always  been  in  favour  of  meeting  this 
question  and  dealing  with  it  in  such  a  manner  that  every 
person  in  the  country  who  is  now  an  elector,  or  who  is 
to  be  included  in  the  Bill,  should  comprehend  that  it  was 
a  measure,  so  far  as  it  went,  fair  and  generous  to  the  people 
whom  it  was  intended  to  enfranchise. 

I  think  I  can  show  reasons — if  we  can  for  a  moment 
get  rid  of  the  notion  of  party  combination  —  why  this 
House  should  readily,  and  without  hesitation,  agree  to  this 
Bill.  One  portion  of  it  will  recommend  itself,  I  am  quite 
certain,  to  all  Gentlemen  who  are  enthusiastic  admirers  of 
the  Bill  of  1833— and  on  this  point  I  can  confidently  ask 
for  the  support  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member 
for  Caine  that  is  the  portion  of  the  Bill  which  is  intended 
to  remove  all  legal  obstacles  or  difficulties  by  which  many 
persons  who  were  intended  to  be  enfranchised  by  the  Reform 
Bill  have  been  up  to  this  time  deprived  of  their  votes.  The 
Reform  Bill  proposed  to  give  a  vote  to  every  occupier  of 
a  10/.  house  in  a  borough.  It  is  shown,  partly  it  may 
be  by  the  wording  of  the  Act,  partly  by  the  decisions 
of  judges  and  courts,  that  this  extension  of  the  franchise 
was  never  complete ;  that  by  the  operation  of  clauses  which 
made  it  necessary  to  pay  rates,  and  which  made  it  necessary 
almost  in  effect  that  the  occupier  himself  should  pay  the 
rates,  many  thousands — I  know  not  the  number — will  have 
been  disfranchised  from  1832  up  to  the  very  hour  at  which 
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this  Bill  shall  pass  into  law.  In  Scotland  there  is  no  such 
disqualification  as  that  which  this  Bill  proposes  to  remove, 
for  there  they  have  no  rate-paying  clauses,  arid  they  have 
no  system  of  compounding  which  would  juggle  men  out  of 
their  franchise;  and  the  object  of  this  Bill  is  to  assimilate 
our  law  in  this  respect  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  and  to  give 
to  the  Reform  Act  of  1832  the  same  efficacy  which  the 
people  expected  from  it  when  it  passed  both  Houses  of 
Parliament.  I  suppose,  although  Gentlemen  may  not  admit 
it  by  any  outward  expression  of  opinion,  they  are  not  against 
such  an  improvement  of  the  Reform  Act  as  will  give  the 
vote  which  this  part  of  the  Bill  is  intended  to  give.  The 
right  hon.  Member  for  Caine  can  certainly  not  refuse  his 
assent,  because  if  there  be  one  thing  except  the  classical 
times  of  antiquity  to  which  he  is  more  devoted  than  another 
it  is  clearly  the  Bill  of  1832. 

The  next  point  to  which  I  shall  ask  the  attention  of  the 
House  is  that  which  the  Bill  proposes  to  do  in  respect  to 
the  county  franchise.  Here  I  must  say,  at  the  risk  of 
saying  what  is  not  complimentary  to  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer  and  his  colleagues,  that  I  think  the  Government 
have  shown  a  remarkable  feebleness,  which  lays  them  open 
to  great  blame,  not  only  on  the  part  of  the  House,  hut 
of  almost  every  person  in  the  country  who  has  expected  a 
Bill  on  the  subject  of  Reform.  They  propose  to  bring 
the  franchise  down  from  a  50 1.  occupation  to  one  of  14/. 
The  occupation  franchise  in  counties  was  a  measure  of 
your  own  carrying  in  1832.  I  do  not  say  that  to  touch 
it  would  not  have  been  necessary  now,  if  you  had  not 
then  disturbed  the  ancient  franchise  of  the  counties;  but 
when  the  county  occupation  franchise  was  fixed  at  50/.  and 
the  franchise  in  boroughs  at  10 1.,  he  must  have  been  a 
very  dull  man  indeed  who  could  not  have  foreseen  that  the 
county  franchise  must  at  some  time  not  remote  be  greatly 
reduced.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Chancellor  of 
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the  Exchequer  spoke  encouragingly  in  that  Reform  discus¬ 
sion  many  years  ago,  when  the  House  carried  the  third 
reading  of  the  Bill  introduced  by  my  bon.  Friend  the 
Member  for  East  Surrey ;  but  from  that  time  to  this  there 
has  been  a  good  deal  more  done  on  this  question.  The  right 
hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Buckinghamshire,  and  his 
Cabinet — the  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  KingY  Lynn 
being  very  intimately  concerned  with  the  then  leader  of  the 
House  in  manufacturing  a  Reform  Bill — had  not  had  much 
experience,  and  it  was  not  to  be  wondered  at  that  they 
made  mistakes.  They  brought  in  their  Bill— a  Bill  con¬ 
taining  some  good  things  and  some  bad  thing’s — and 
among  other  things  proposed  a  io l.  franchise  in  counties. 
They  took,  however,  a  considerable  compensation  by  at¬ 
tempting  to  withdraw  all  freeholders  within  the  limits  of 
boroughs  from  the  county  franchise — transferring  them  to 
the  electoral  body  within  the  limits  of  boroughs.  But  that 
does  not  in  the  slightest  degree  change  this  fact— that  they 
did  with  due  deliberation  come  to  the  opinion  that  io l. 
occupiers  in  counties  were  fit  and  proper  persons  to  exercise 
the  elective  franchise.  You  do  not  suppose  that  they  pro¬ 
posed  to  put  persons  on  the  county  lists  of  whose  fitness  they 
were  not  well  assured,  and  then  endeavoured  to  compensate 
for  tins  by  their  proposal  with  regard  to  the  freeholders  in 
the  boroughs.  They  believed,  and  believe  now,  no  doubt, 
that  io l.  was  a  proper  and  fitting  franchise  for  the  counties 
in  England  and  Wales ;  and  I  should  be  glad  to  find  them, 
when  the  House  shall  be  in  Committee  on  this  Bill,  pro¬ 
posing  to  reduce  the  sum  of  a  iqi.  franchise  to  a  io l.  one. 

If  they  wish  to  have  an  easy  victory  over  the  Government, 
and  to  prove  themselves  consistent,  and  to  extend  the  range 
of  the  county  registration,  I  and  a  good  many  Members  in 
this  part  of  the  House  will  be  extremely  happy  to  give 
them  our  cordial  support;  and  I  can  promise  them  the 
support  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  behind  me  (Mr.  Lowe), 
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because  he  has  fixed  his  affections  on  a  io l.  rental  franchise. 
If  he  were  to  say  he  approved  a  io l.  household  franchise 
in  boroughs  he  must  do  so  also  in  the  counties,  because 
we  all  know  that  the  io l.  householders  in  counties  are 
generally  men  in  better  pecuniary  circumstances  than  those 
of  equal  rental  in  boroughs. 

So  far  as  I  have  gone,  I  hope  I  have  persuaded  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite,  and  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member 
for  Caine,  from  any  opposition  to  the  Bill  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  with  regard  to  these  two  portions  of  it.  I  may  say 
further,  with  respect  to  this  proposition  of  the  Government, 
that  there  was  one  illustration  the  learned  Gentleman  (Mr. 
Whiteside)  might  have  made  in  his  amusing  speech,  for  how¬ 
ever  much  the  country  is  going  to  ruin,  he  can  always  be 
amusing  in  this  House — there  is  one  illustration  he  might 
have  given  us.  He  said  that  in  Ireland  they  had  a  i  ll.  rating 
franchise  for  the  counties,  and  that  is  as  near  as  may  be 
in  value  to  a  i \l.  rental  franchise.  Therefore,  the  proposition 
of  the  Government — although  I  disapprove  it  still  has  the 
sanction  of  the  course  which  has  been  taken  in  Ireland,  and 
this,  I  have  heard  from  Irish  Members,  is  considered  a  not 
unsatisfactory  condition  of  the  county  franchise.  But,  with 
the  experience  of  a  great  number  of  years  of  this  franchise 
in  Ireland,  I  think  the  Member  for  Caine  may  screw  up  his 
courage  to  support  this  proposition  of  the  Bill. 

I  now  come  to  the  only  point  on  which  there  is  any 
great  difference  of  opinion.  I  think  the  world  has  never 
shown  an  instance  of  a  legislative  assembly  such  as  this 
making  a  great  disturbance  among  themselves,  exciting  them¬ 
selves,  getting  into  a  violent  passion,  pouring  out  cataracts 
of  declamation  like  those  we  heard  last  night,  and  all  upon  the 
simple  question  whether  the  franchise  in  boroughs  shall  remain 
as  now  at  io l.  or  shall  be  fixed  for  a  time  at  7 1-  Hon.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite  appear  to  be  surprised  at  the  frankness  with 
which  I  speak.  The  head  of  the  present  Government  was 
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laughed  at  for  years  because  he  spoke  of  finality  in  connection 
with  the  Bill  of  1832.  I  should  be  very  hapjiy  if  it  should  so 
happen,  as  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  suggested  in  his 
fervid  imagination,  that  the  working  classes  would  in  great 
numbers  surmount  the  barrier  of  jl.,  and  that  ultimately 
it  should  be  even  equal  to  a  household  suffrage  in  the 
country.  But  does  any  Gentleman  opposite  believe  that  he  is 
carrying  a  Bill — did  any  Gentleman  sitting  in  this  House 
ever  vote  upon  any  measure  of  arrangement  and  organisa¬ 
tion  like  this,  and  confidently  assure  himself  that  the 
measure  should  be  final  ?  He  must  have  a  very  poor  notion 
of  what  our  children  will  be  if  he  thinks  them  less  com¬ 
petent  to  decide  such  questions  for  themselves  than  we  are 
at  present  to  decide  them.  Therefore  do  not  think  that 
because  I  use  the  phrase  'for  a  time/  I  am  not  of  opinion 
that  this  Bill,  if  it  be  carried,  will  in  all  probability  put  an 
end  to  Bills  having  reference  to  the  suffrage— for  such  portion 
of  time,  at  least,  as  this  Bill  will  be  found  to  meet  the  views 
of  the  intelligent— [loud  laughter  and  cheers] —allow  me  to 
finish  the  sentence— of  the  intelligent  population  of  this 
country. 

The  Bill  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  proposes, 
m  addition  to  the  yl.  franchise,  what  he  calls  a  lodger 
franchise.  The  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  in  his  Bill 
proposed  something  of  the  same  kind,  but  with  a  20 1 
qualification,  while  the  present  Bill  proposes  a  10/.  quali- 
cation-  1  ol.  being  very  nearly  the  same  for  a  holding  of 
ns  kind  as  •jl.  would  be  for  a  house.  But  the  right  hon. 
rent  email  opposite  proposed  provisions  in  his  measure  which 
would  be  extremely  difficult,  and  I  think  would  lead  to 
great  perplexity.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  proposition  now 
made  by  the  Government  is  simpler  than  his,  and  likely  to 
ie  carried  out  with  less  difficulty  and  more  satisfaction  to  that 
class  of  persons  in  this  metropolis  who  are  chiefly  interested 
m  this  part  of  the  Bill.  With  regard  to  the  7l.  franchise, 


1866. 


REFORM.  VI. 


137 


let  us  examine  it  for  one  moment.  Somebody  has  said,  and 
many  persons  have  written,  that  this  Bill  is  my  Bill — that  the 
Government  made  this  Bill  at  my  recommendation.  [f  Hear/] 

I  thought  somebody  would  say  this.  I  have  not  been  able 
to  find  a  point  of  the  Bill  which  I  have  recommended.  I 
never  was  in  favour  of  a  61.  franchise,  and  I  should  never 
have  proposed  it.  I  believe  in  a  household  franchise  for  the 
boroughs  of  this  country.  But  when  I  found  a  powerful 
Government  like  the  last — and  it  was  not  as  honest  as  it 
was  powerful — proposing  a  61.  franchise,  with  the  expectation 
that  it  would  carry  it,  I  was  not  to  stand  in  the  way  of  a 
considerable  enfranchisement  of  the  people  merely  because 
I  had  an  idea  that  household  suffrage  would  be  better.  A 
7 1.  franchise  is  a  proposition  I  have  never  said  one  syllable 
in  favour  of,  and  it  never  entered  into  my  mind  that  the 
Government  would  split  hairs  in  this  fashion,  and  would  leave 
the  61.  franchise,  their  own  former  proposition,  and  which 
nearly  everybody  in  the  country  who  has  asked  for  a  Reform 
Bill  has  expressed  himself  ready  to  accept,  and  would  offer 
the  House  a  7 1.  franchise.  But  here  it  is  offered,  and 
unfortunately,  beggars  in  the  House  of  Commons,  like 
beggars  outside  of  it,  cannot  be  choosers,  and  we  are  some¬ 
times  in  a  position  to  take  only  what  is  given. 

When  the  Bill  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  opposite  was 
brought  in,  a  very  remarkable  thing  happened.  Two  eminent 
Members  of  the  Government  seceded  from  it,  and  took  their 
seats  on  the  third  bench  behind,  and  I  think  I  see  one 
of  them  sitting  there  at  this  moment.  They  both  made 
what  we  call  a  personal  explanation  to  the  House,  and  the 
explanation  was  that  they  differed  from  their  colleagues  on 
this  question  of  the  suffrage.  They  did  not  approve  that 
the  suffrage  in  counties  should  be  brought  down  to  the 
rate  of  the  boroughs,  and  that  the  suffrage  in  the  boroughs 
should  be  continued  at  the  same  rate  which  was  fixed  at 
the  time  of  the  Reform  Act.  I  am  not  sure  whether  these 
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right  hon.  Gentlemen  coincide  in  the  opinion  that  the  county 
franchise  should  be  brought  down  to  io l.  I  think  the  right 
hon.  Gentlemen  expressed  some  dissent — at  least  they  were 
of  opinion  that  the  franchise  in  the  boroughs  ought  to  be 
reduced;  and  I  know  the  Member  for  Oxfordshire,  in  the 
words  which  have  often  been  quoted  since,  expressed  himself 
in  favour  of  establishing  a  borough  franchise  at  8/.  Now 
when  the  Government  have  been  splitting  hairs  with  regard 
to  61.  and  7 1->  I  hope  the  right  hon.  Gentlemen  on  that 
side  of  the  House  will  not  split  hairs  between  81.  and  ^l., 
because  surely  after  the  discussion  this  question  has  under¬ 
gone —  after  the  mode  and  manner  the  House  has  been 
brought  into  difficulty  by  past  transactions — after  the  great 
expectations  which  have  been  raised  throughout  the  country, 
I  think  it  would  show  very  ill  statesmanship  on  the  part 
of  those  right  hon.  Gentlemen  and  a  mere  obedience  to  the 
cause  of  party — it  would  hardly  be  becoming  in  them — if  they 
were  not  willing  to  make  the  small  concession  of  1 1.  in 
answer  to  the  concession  of  1 1.  which  I  am  willing  or 
forced  to  make,  and  join  with  me  in  giving  at  least  a 
friendly  if  not  an  enthusiastic  support  to  the  Bill  of  the 
Government. 

And,  after  all,  this  3^.,  what  is  it  ?  The  right  hon.  Gen¬ 
tleman  behind  me  has  conjured  up  a  frightful  apparition. 
The  10 1.  is  the  salvation  of  the  country.  Bor  thirty-four 
years  its  operation  has  been  such  as  to  extort  from  him 
unlimited  approval.  I  do  not  know  whether  he  will  think 
9 1-  perilous  or  81.  in  any  degree  of  doubtful  utility,  but  7/. 
he  considers  to  be  actually  destructive  to  the  interests  of 
the  country ;  and  he  has  shown  moreover  that  it  would 
destroy  the  connection  between  the  Executive  Government 
and  the  House  that  it  would  add  greatly  to  all  the  evils 
which  are  supposed  to  exist  in  connection  with  the  present  Bill, 
without  any  of  its  advantages ;  in  fact,  I  know  not  whether 
a  more  gloomy,  discouraging,  and  appalling  picture  of  the 
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future  of  the  House  and  the  country  was  ever  drawn  by  any 
Member  of  the  House.  And  all  the  foundation  of  these  horrors 
is  that  it  is  proposed  to  reduce  the  franchise  in  the  boroughs 
by  ll.  lower  than  was  recommended  by  the  Member  for 
Oxfordshire  and  by  his  colleague  the  Member  for  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Cambridge.  Now,  I  appeal  to  Gentlemen  opposite 
whether  they  will  allow  themselves,  considering  the  position 
of  this  question,  to  make  it  impossible  that  the  question  of 
the  suffrage  should  be  got  out  of  our  way  during  this 
present  session  of  Parliament.  If  they  do  make  it  impos¬ 
sible — I  am  not  much  given  to  prophesy,  but  I  venture  to 
predict  that  there  are  many  on  those  benches  now  who  will 
live  to  regret  the  course  they  are  about  to  take. 

There  is  one  other  proposition — it  is  made  in  this  Bill  — 
which  I  hope  the  House  will  not  listen  to  for  a  moment, 
and  that  is  the  Savings-bank  franchise.  I  think  the  Member 
for  Buckinghamshire  had  something  like  it — perhaps  the  very 
same  thing — in  his  Bill.  I  disapproved  of  it  then.  I  have 
no  objection  to  enfranchise  those  who  may  be  enfranchised 
by  it ;  but  I  think  it  is  the  very  worst  of  all  the  fancy  fran¬ 
chises  ever  proposed.  It  will  be  unequal  to  the  last  degree, 
and  it  will  be,  I  believe,  the  source  of  every  kind  of  fraud. 
I  agree  with  the  rig-lit  lion.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Wick, 
who,  I  think,  in  speaking  of  it  said  he  did  not  see  why  the 
investment  of  50 1. — the  saving  of  it  in  a  Savings-bank — 
should  give  a  man  a  higher  social  and  political  position  than 
the  investment  or  saving  of  an  equal  sum  in  any  other 
description  of  property  where  the  investment  could  be  fairly 
ascertained.  I  object  altogether  to  giving  the  franchise  to 
one  man  and  shutting  it  out  from  another — that  second 
man,  it  may  be,  being  far  more  heroic  than  the  other.  For 
example,  a  man  may  have  to  provide  a  humble  equipment 
for  a  daughter’s  marriage,  a  small  sum  for  a  son’s  appren¬ 
ticeship-something  may  be  taken  out  of  his  earnings  for 
the  education  of  his  children,  he  may  have  under  his  roof 
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an  aged  parent,  and  he  may  be  performing  to  that  parent 
the  most  sacred  and  most  holy  of  duties,  and  these  may 
cause  him  to  withdraw  $1.  or  io l.  from  his  little  fund  in  the 
Savings-bank,  or  may  prevent  his  having  any  fund  there 
at  all,  and  the  law  steps  in,  and  for  doing  so  much,  which 
in  every  rank  of  life  is  so  honourable  and  so  exemplary,  his 
name  is  to  be  erased  from  the  electoral  list  of  the  town  in 
which  he  lives.  I  protest  against  this  Savings-bank  franchise. 
I  think  also  it  would  be  liable  to  great  fraud,  because  three 
or  four  members  of  a  family  may  invest  in  a  Savings-bank 
in  one  name  and  so  give  to  that  one  person  a  vote.  I  do 
not  in  the  least  object  to  any  one  person  having  a  vote, 
but  I  do  object  to  giving  it  under  a  system  which,  altogether 
apart  from  the  general  processes  of  our  enfranchisement,  is 
liable  to  the  utmost  inequality,  and  to  a  species  of  fraud  which 
cannot  be  prevented. 

Now  I  have  gone  through  the  Bill  in  its  main  provisions, 
and  I  would  ask  the  House  what  they  think  of  it.  The 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  tells  us— in  fact,  we  well  know 
—that  we  have  in  England  and  Wales  about  five  and  a  half 
millions  of  men.  Under  this  Bill  he  further  tells  us  we 
should  have  900,000  electors.  [A  Voice  from  the  Treasury 
Benches  :  f  1,300,000/]  But  not  1,300,000  when  the  double 
qualifications  are  taken  off.  Whatever  that  be,  it  will  place 
within  the  franchise  perhaps  a  little  more  than  one  in 
five,  leaving  out  four  millions  of  grown  men  in  England 
and  Wales  who  will  still  not  have  the  franchise.  Of  those 
he  says  there  will  be  330,000  working-men.  This  is  a  very 

as  I  am  quite  confident  whenever  the  matter  is  fairly  looked 
into  will  be  found  out — exaggerated  estimate.  The  right  lion. 
Gentleman  included  60,000  who  now  live  in  10/.  houses  be¬ 
sides  those  referred  to  in  the  Blue  Books.  And  more  than 
that,  he  included  every  man  between  106  and  76,  although 
the  experience  of  every  one  tells  us  that  is  not  correct ;  and 
as  to  all  these  working-men  brought  forward  in  these  Blue 
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Books,  except  tlie  Members  for  Coventry,  I  will  undertake  to 
say  that  there  is  scarcely  a  single  Member  of  the  House,  looking’ 
to  his  own  canvass  and  his  own  constituency,  who  is  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  say  that  the  estimate  is  a  delusion  and  a  snare. 

I  should  only  be  too  glad  if  it  could  be  honestly  ascertained 
that  so  many  working-men  would  be  placed  upon  the  register; 
at  least  I  think  it  would  do  something  towards  confirming 
hon.  Gentlemen  in  the  view  they  entertain  that  the  conduct 
of  so  many  of  those  men  as  possess  the  franchise  has  hitherto 
been  most  exemplary  in  their  exercise  of  it.  Now,  I  appeal 
to  hon.  Gentlemen — I  am  very  earnest  in  my  wishes  upon 
this  question,  because,  notwithstanding  the  unkind  allusion 
and  imputation  thrown  upon  me  some  time  ago  by  a  right  hon. 
Gentleman  on  this  side  of  the  House,  there  is  nobody  who  has 
a  o-reater  interest  than  I  have,  in  a  certain  sense,  in  a  fair  and 
early  settlement  of  this  question.  I  have  had  as  much  to  do 
with  it  as  any  one,  I  think,  in  discussing  it  publicly  out  of 
the  House  and  in  the  House.  I  have  discussed  it  frankly, 
and  whatever  hon.  Gentlemen  may  think  to  the  contrary, 
I  never  spoke  on  any  question  in  which  I  took  a  greater 
interest,  or  with  a  deeper  conviction  that  I  was  serving  the 
true  interests  of  their  class  as  well  as  those  of  my  country¬ 
men  at  large. 

I  do  not  know  whether  I  can  appeal  to  certain  Members 
of  the  House.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for 
Caine  has  shown  that  nearly  everything  the  Bill  proposes  is 
really  that  which  is  bound  up  in  some  shape  with  the  Bill 
of  1832,  or  with  the  propositions  in  which  he  has  been  con¬ 
cerned.  I  have  got  here— it  is  really  curious  how  things 
drop  into  your  hands  when  you  want  them  —  here  is  a 
paper,  the  Norfolk  News,  of  the  year  1859,  and  I  have  certain 
extracts  which  I  have  taken  from  the  paper.  These  are 
extracts  from  election  addresses.  The  first  is  from  the  election 
address  of  Lord  Palmerston,  who  said  there  must  be  a  Bill  to 
alter  the  law  regulating  the  representation  ol  the  people  in 
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Parliament.  Then  Lord  John  Russell  said  we  should  have  to 
consider  the  great  question  of  the  amendment  of  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  people  in  Parliament.  Sir  George  Grey 
said  that  at  the  earliest  period  consistent  with  duty,  the 
Government  would  be  prepared  to  deal  with  the  question  of 
Parliamentary  Reform.  Then  there  were  similar  extracts 
from  the  speeches  of  my  right  hon.  Friend  the  President  of 
the  Board  of  Trade,  from  the  speeches  of  the  Attorney- 
General  of  that  day,  and  of  the  Solicitor-General.  There  is 
then  an  extract  headed,  c  Right  Hon.  Robert  Lowe,  Vice- 
President  of  the  Committee  of  Council  on  Education/  And 
what  does  he  say  in  18^9,  before  the  Government  of  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  opposite  was  discharged  from  the 
service  of  the  House  and  of  the  country  ?  The  Right  Hon. 
Robert  Lowe  says  : — 

‘  wtll  t>e  the  duty  of  the  Government  to  prepare  a  measure  of  Reform, 
and  I  have  every  confidence  that  it  will  be  one  which  if  not  fully  satisfying 
men  of  extreme  opinions,  will  be  acceptable  to  the  great  body  of  the  people.’ 

I  think  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  a  very  short  memory, 
or  else  he  trifles  with  this  House.  Is  it  conceivable  that  a 
man  who  wrote  that  in  his  election  address  in  1859  should 
stand  up  to-night  and  deliver  such  a  speech  as  we  have  heard 
from  him  for  an  hour  and  a  half?  I  am  afraid,  Sir,  that 
when  under  these  circumstances  men  change  their  opinions 
after  they  are  fifty  years  of  age,  there  is  not  much  expectation 
of  turning  them  back  again.  I  feel  that  I  could  not  with 
much  hope  appeal  to  the  right  hon.  Member  for  Caine,  or  to 
his  colleague  the  right  hon.  Member  for  Stroud;  I  do  not 
know  that  I  should  appeal  to  the  noble  Lord  the  Member  for 
Haddington  (Lord  Elcho),  who,  with  the  exception  of  the  hon. 
Member  for  Salisbury,  is  the  only  Member  at  this  side  of  the 
House  who  cheers  the  sentiments  of  either  of  the  right  hon. 
Gentlemen. 

What  is  the  reason,  I  ask,  that  Gentlemen  who  have  been 
holders  of  office  take  this  course  with  regard  to  the  Bill  of 
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the  Government?  I  will  not  deal  in  any  insinuations,  but 
I  will  say  that,  from  Gentlemen  who  have  held  office,  hut 
who  happen  to  have  been  left  out  of  what  may  he  called 
the  daily  ministrations,  we  have  a  right  to  expect  a  very 
minute  account  of  the  reasons  why  they  change  their  opinions 
before  we  can  turn  round  and  change  with  them.  These  are 
the  Gentlemen  who  all  at  once  start  up  as  the  great  teachers 
of  statesmanship  to  the  House  and  the  country.  Are  they 
what  the  right  hon.  Baronet  the  Member  for  Droitwich  spoke 
of  in  the  recess — are  they  the  foremost  statesmen  in  the 
country  ?  and  if  so,  is  there  to  he  a  hid  for  them  to  take  the 
place  of  Gentlemen  who  have  not  much  succeeded  as  states¬ 
men  when  in  office  ?  In  office  these  right  hon.  Gentlemen 
are  as  docile  as  any  other  Gentlemen  in  office,  but  I  fear, 
notwithstanding  the  ideas  some  people  have  of  my  influence 
with  Earl  Russell,  that  I  am  not  able  to  offer  them  any  argu¬ 
ments  on  his  part  that  will  tell  upon  them.  I  do  not  object 
for  a  moment  to  a  Member  of  this  House  being  fond  of  office. 
The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  probably  lives  much  more 
happily  in  office  than  he  would  live  if  he  were  out  of  it, 
though  I  do  not  think  he  will  live  quite  so  long.  I  do  not 
complain  of  men  who  are  fond  of  office,  though  I  could  never 
comprehend  the  reason  they  like  it  so  much.  If  I  may 
parody,  or  if  I  may  make  an  alteration  in  a  line  or  two 
of  one  of  the  most  beautiful  poems  in  our  language,  I  might 
ask — 

‘  For  who,  to  dumb  forgetfulness  a  prey, 

That  pleasing,  anxious  office  e’er  resigned, 

Left  the  warm  precincts  of  the  Treasury, 

Nor  cast  one  last,  long,  lingering  look  behind.’ 

What  I  complain  of  is  this,  that  when  place  recedes  into 
the  somewhat  dim  past,  that  which  in  office  was  deemed 
patriotism  vanishes  with  it ;  and  we  have  one  howl  of 
despair  from  these  right  hon.  Gentlemen  because  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  diminish  the  franchise  in  boroughs  from  'iol.  to  7/., 


144 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


MARCH  13, 


and  to  add  by  so  small  a  proposition  as  that  something'  to  the 
freedom  of  the  people  of  this  country. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  below  me  (Mr.  Horsman)  said  a 
little  against  the  Government  and  a  little  against  the  Bill, 
but  had  last  night  a  field  night  for  an  attack  upon  so  humble 
an  individual  as  I  am.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  is  the  first 
of  the  new  party  who  has  expressed  his  great  grief,  who  has 
retired  into  what  may  be  called  his  political  cave  of  Adullam, 
and  he  has  called  about  him  every  one  that  was  in  distress 
and  every  one  that  was  discontented.  The  right  hon.  Gentle¬ 
man  has  been  anxious  to  form  a  party  in  this  House. 
There  is  scarcely  any  one  on  this  side  of  the  House  who  is  able 
to  address  the  House  with  effect  or  to  take  much  part  in  our 
debates,  whom  he  has  not  tried  to  bring  over  to  his  party  or 
cabal ;  and  at  last  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  succeeded  in 
hooking  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Caine.  I 
know  there  was  an  opinion  expressed  many  years  ago  by  a 
Member  of  the  Treasury  bench  and  of  the  Cabinet,  that  two 
men  would  make  a  party.  When  a  party  is  formed  of  two 
men  so  amiable — so  discreet — as  the  two  right  hon.  Gentle¬ 
men,  we  may  hope  to  see  for  the  first  time  in  Parliament  a 
party  perfectly  harmonious  and  distinguished  by  mutual  and 
unbroken  trust.  But  there  is  one  difficulty  which  it  is 
impossible  to  remove.  This  party  of  two  reminds  me  of  the 
Scotch  terrier,  which  was  so  covered  with  hair  that  you  could 
not  tell  which  was  the  head  and  which  was  the  tail  of  it. 

The  right  hon.  Member  for  Caine  told  us  that  he  had  some 
peculiar  election  experiences.  There  are  men  who  make 
discord  wherever  they  appear.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  on 
going  down  to  Kidderminster  got  into  some  unpleasing 
altercation  with  somebody,  and  it  ended  with  his  having  his 
head  broken.  But  I  am  happy  to  say,  and  the  House  will  bear 
witness,  that  with  regard  to  its  power,  that  head  is  probably 
as  strong  now  as  before  he  took  his  leave  of  Kidderminster  and 
went  to  Caine  a  village  in  the  West  of  England.  The  riMit 
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hon.  Gentleman  found  on  the  list  of  electors  at  Caine,  one 
hundred  and  seventy-four  names,  of  whom,  according  to  the 
Blue  Book,  about  seven  were  working-men.  I  suppose  three 
or  four  of  them  were  probably  keepers  of  shops,  and  some  of 
those  whom  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  I  think  impro¬ 
perly  included  in  his  list.  When  the  right  hon.  Member 
went  down  there  he  found  a  tumult  even  more  aggravated 
than  at  Kidderminster.  They  did  not  break  his  head,  but 
they  did  something  that  in  the  eye  of  the  law  was  much 
worse,  for  they  shut  up  the  police  in  the  Town  Hall,  and 
the  little  mob  of  this  little  place  had  the  whole  game  to  them¬ 
selves.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  told  us  of  the  polypus, 
which  takes  its  colour  from  the  rock'  on  which  it  lives,  and  he 
said  that  some  lion.  Members  take  their  colours  from  their 
constituencies.  The  constituency  which  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  represents  consists  of  one  hundred  and  seventy- 
four  men,  seven  of  whom  are  working-men  ;  but  the  real  con¬ 
stituent  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  is  a  Member  of  the 
other  House  of  Parliament,  and  he  could  send  in  his  butler 
or  his  groom,  instead  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman,  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  borough.  I  think  in  one  sense — regarding  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  as  an  intellectual  gladiator  in  this  House — 
we  are  much  indebted  to  the  Marquis  of  Lansdowne  that  he 
did  not  do  that. 

And  now.  Sir,  I  said  that  I  wanted  to  explain  the  particulars 
of  this  Bill,  and  to  appeal  to  the  good  sense  and  patriotism  of 
hon.  Gentlemen  opposite.  I  ask  them  not  to  take  that  dis¬ 
paraging  view  of  their  countrymen  which  has  been  presented 
to  them  by  the  right  Hon.  Member  for  Caine  and  the  hon. 
Member  for  Salisbury,  who — I  presume  from  their  residence 
at  the  antipodes— seem  to  take  a  Botany  Bay  impression,  and 
a  Botany  Bay  view,  of  the  character  of  the  great  bulk  ol  theii 
countrymen.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  some  nights  ago, 
when  I  was  not  here,  said  that  I,  even  in  the  matter  of  the 
cattle  plague,  set  class  against  class.  ['Hear,  hear!  from 
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the  Opposition  benches,  and  laughter.]  The  hon.  Gentlemen 
opposite,  who  from  the  ease  with  which  they  are  amused  must 
be  a  most  amiable  party,  laugh  at  this  observation.  I  ask 
any  man  in  this  House,  is  it  possible  to  do  a  thing  more 
perilous  than  that  which  is  done  by  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
and  his  Australian  colleague  the  hon.  Member  for  Salisbury 
— namely,  to  make  it  appear  that  there  is  a  gulf  that  shall 
not  be  passed  by  legislation  between  the  highest  and  most 
powerful  and  a  portion  of  the  middle  classes,  and  the  great 
body  of  the  working-people  who  are  really  the  heart  of  this 
great  nation  ? 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  tells  us  that  by  and  by,  if  every¬ 
body  will  wait  long  enough,  everybody  will  get  over  this 
barrier  and  be  inside  the  franchise.  But  that  is  no  great 
consolation,  because  he  said  that  by  the  Bill  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  we,  or  our  children,  shall  be  eaten  up  at  some  future 
time.  Would  it  not  be  infinitely  better  to  show  our  trust  in 
the  people  now  ?  Of  all  the  follies  and  crimes  which  Govern¬ 
ments  commit,  that  of  a  constant  distrust  of  their  subjects,  of 
their  citizens,  of  their  country,  is  about  the  wildest  and  most 
foolish.  But  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Stroud 
and  somebody  else  who  followed  him  tell  us  that  the  people 
are  very  indifferent  about  this  matter.  I  think  I  just  caught 
the  Member  for  Salisbury  in  the  hubbub  of  the  House  as  he 
rose  to  speak,  making  an  observation  about  the  number  of 
petitions ;  and  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for 
Caine  said  he  thought  their  number  was  not  more  than  four. 
But  how  many  petitions  were  there  previous  to  1831  ?  Bear 
in  mind  that  Lord  John  Bussell  had  for  some  time  dis¬ 
continued  bringing  forward  his  motion  for  Parliamentary 
Beform.  In  1821  one  petition  was  presented  to  the  House  in 
favour  of  Parliamentary  Beform.  In  1822  there  were  twelve, 
in  1823  there  were  twenty  -  nine ;  in  the  six  years  that  passed 
between  1824  and  1829  there  was  not  a  single  petition  pre¬ 
sented  to  this  House  in  favour  of  Parliamentary  Beform;  and 
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in  1830  there  were  fourteen  petitions — ten  more  than  those 
with  which  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  made  himself  merry 
to-night.  And  what  took  place  in  1831-2?  This,— some  of 
yon  were  fleeing’  for  your  lives  in  the  midst  of  a  storm 
which  you  had  not  foreseen,  hut  which  was  as  inevitable  as 
any  storm  that  arises  in  the  heavens.  It  was  an  accident  that 
brought  it  about — the  French  Revolution.  Well,  there  are 
always  accidents.  A  great  portion  of  the  things  that  happen 
in  our  lives,  so  far  as  we  can  judge,  have  the  appearance  of 
accidents.  But  with  the  accident  there  was  material  for  a 
conflagration,  and  a  conflagration  arose. 

I  recollect  that  the  late  Francis  Place  and  two  or  three  others 
went  to  the  Duke  of  Wellington  as  a  deputation  when  he  took 
office  after  the  fall  of  Lord  GreyJs  Government,  and  that  they 
remonstrated  with  the  Duke.  He  was  not  a  man  that  liked 
remonstrances  very  much,  but  they  told  him  what  was  going 
on,  how  dissatisfied  the  people  were,  and  how  perilous  they 
thought  the  course  of  the  Government  in  opposing  Reform. 
And  what  did  the  Duke  say?  He  was  standing  warming 
himself  at  the  fire.  He  said  to  these  gentlemen,  f  You  have 
got  heads  on  your  shoulders,  and  I  would  advise  you  to  keep 
them  there/  Two  or  three  days  afterwards  the  Duke  of 
Wellington  was  driven  from  office.  The  popular  feeling  in  the 
country  and  in  the  metropolis  was  such  that  this  g’reat  soldiei 
that  knew  no  fear  was  obliged  to  resign,  and  Lord  Grey  was 
permitted  to  come  back,  and  the  Reform  Bill  was  eventually 
carried. 

Now  I  ask  hon.  Gentlemen  if  they  think  any  accident  will 
ever  happen  again.  That  accident  was  in  Paris.  But  in 
1848,  only  eighteen  years  afterwards,  there  was  another 
accident  in  Paris,  which  was  followed  by  a  succession  of 
accidents  in  other  parts  of  Europe.  I  recollect  at  the  time 
a  noble  Lord  who  was  then  a  Member  of  this  House  was 
greatly  alarmed.  He  came  to  me  from  that  side  of  the  House, 
and  assured  me  that  he  had  always  been  in  favour  of  a 


L  2 


148 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


MARCH  13, 


great  extension  of  the  suffrage.  I  believe  that  he  was  not 
quite  sure  that  I  should  not  soon  be  a  member  of  a  Pro¬ 
visional  Government.  I  ask  hon.  Gentlemen  whether  it  is 
not  better  to  accept  a  measure  so  moderate,  and  if  you  like, 
as  may  be  said  by  many  in  the  country,  so  inadequate,  but 
still  to  some  extent  so  good  ?  Is  it  not  better  to  accept  this 
measure,  and  show  your  confidence  in  the  people,  than  to  take 
the  advice  of  the  Member  for  Caine — the  most  revolutionary 
advice  that  was  ever  given  in  this  House — and  shut  your  doors 
against  five  millions  of  people,  and  tell  them  that  unless  they 
can  scramble  over  this  io l.  barrier  none  of  them  shall  ever 
find  a  direct  representation  in  this  House? 

The  Member  for  Stroud  talked  loudly  last  night  about  con¬ 
stitutional  rights  and  constitutional  principles.  But  who  was 
it  that  made  the  present  constitution  of  England  more  than 
any  other  men  in  our  history  ?  Surely  the  men  of  the  first  and 
second  Parliaments  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  First.  Is  it  not 
in  the  very  journals  of  your  House  ?  The  Clerk  of  the  House 
could  easily  find  and  read  to  you  the  resolutions  of  the  House, 
that  wherever  there  is  not  some  direct  interdiction  or  contra¬ 
diction  of  it,  the  ancient  and  common  franchise  of  the  people  of 
this  country  in  the  towns  is  the  householding  franchise.  And 
do  you  mean  to  tell  me  that  Lord  Somers,  who  was  himself 
a  great  authority,  and  to  a  large  extent  one  of  the  builders  of 
our  existing  constitution,  was  wrong  when  he  said  that  though 
no  man  by  birth  had  any  right  to  office,  yet  that  by  birth  he 
had  a  right  to  vote,  and  that  the  possession  of  a  vote  was  the 
only  true  security  which  an  Englishman  had  for  the  protection 
of  his  life  and  property  ?  I  am  not  stating  that  as  my  opinion, 

I  am  giving  you  the  opinion  of  one  of  the  greatest  men  in  the 
Parliamentary  annals  of  this  nation,  and  therefore  I  say  you 
will  not  act  constitutionally  or  wisely  if  you  put  any  obstacle 
m  the  path  of  a  Bill  that  is  so  moderate  as  this,  and  that  may 
give  gieat  satisfaction  to  vast  multitudes  of  the  people. 

If  this  Bill  be  rejected  you  will  show  that  you  are  against 
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all  Reform,  you  will  show  that  you  have  uo  confidence  what¬ 
ever  even  in  that  portion  of  the  population  which  lives  in 
houses  between  io l.  and  7 1.  rental.  And  if  you  pass  this  Bill 
you  will  show  that  you  are  not  cut  off  altogether  from  sym¬ 
pathy  with  multitudes  of  your  fellow-countrymen.  I  say 
there  is  peril  in  the  present  state  of  things.  You  have 
a  population  divorced  almost  entirely  from  the  land,  and  shut 
out  from  the  possession  of  the  franchise.  My  lion.  Friend  the 
Member  for  Brighton  touched  upon  the  question  of  emigra¬ 
tion.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Caine  spoke 
of  the  intelligence  of  the  people  in  this  way — of  their  com¬ 
binations  and  associations.  We  all  know  that  they  are 
reading,  debating,  thinking,  and  combining,  and  they  know 
that  in  all  our  colonies,  and  in  the  United  States,  the  position 
of  their  class  is  very  different.  I  believe  that  if  you  do  not 
moderate  your,  tone  and  your  views  with  regard  to  the  great 
bulk  of  the  working  classes,  you  will  find  your  country  gradually 
weakened  by  a  constantly  increasing  emigration,  or  you  will 
find  some  accident  happening,  when  you  will  have  something 
to  do  more  than  you  are  asked  to  do  to-night,  under  the 
threat,  and  it  may  be  under  the  infliction,  of  violence. 

Now,  Sir,  I  said  at  the  beginning  that  I  did  not  rise  to 
defend  this  Bill.  I  rose  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  it.  It 
is  not  a  Bill  which,  if  I  had  been  consulted  by  its  framers,  I 
should  have  recommended.  If  I  had  been  a  Minister  it  is  not 
a  Bill  which  I  should  have  consented  to  present  to  the  House. 
I  think  it  is  not  adequate  to  the  occasion,  and  that  its  con¬ 
cessions  are  not  sufficient.  But  I  know  the  difficulties  under 
which  Ministries  labour,  and  I  know  the  disinclination  of 
Parliament  to  do  much  in  the  direction  of  this  question. 
I  shall  give  it  my  support  because,  as  far  as  it  goes,  it  is 
a  simple  and  honest  measure,  and  because  I  believe,  if  it 
becomes  law,  it  will  give  more  solidity  and  duration  to  every¬ 
thing  that  is  good  in  the  Constitution,  and  to  everything  that 
is  noble  in  the  character  of  the  people  of  these  realms. 
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THE  REPRESENTATION  OF  THE  PEOPLE  BILL.— DEBATE  ON 
THE  SECOND  READING. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMON'S,  APRIL  23,  1866. 

From  Hansard. 

Before  I  address  myself  to  tlie  question  which  is  before 
the  House,  there  are  two  matters  of  a  personal  character 
which  I  wish  to  dispose  of.  The  right  hon.  Member  for 
Caine,  on  the  first  night  of  this  debate,  made  a  complaint  to 
the  House  that,  in  a  speech  out  of  this  House,  I  had  imputed 
to  him,  or  quoted  as  from  him,  words  which  he  had  not 
uttered.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  was  quite  right  to  make 
that  complaint,  if  he  thought  it  worth  while  to  make  it, 
because  there  is  no  doubt— and  I  am  sorry  it  so  happened— 
that  some  three  or  four  words  which  he  had  not  spoken  m 
that  connection  were  added  to  the  passage  which  he  had 
spoken.  I  regret  the  inaccuracy  very  much.  I  have  the 
satisfaction,  however,  of  knowing  or  believing  that  I  did  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  no  substantial  injustice. 

The  other  point  refers  to  the  speech  of  the  noble  Lord  the 
Member  for  King's  Lynn  (Lord  Stanley).  He  retorted  on 
me  a  charge  of  conspiracy  with  reference  to  two  divisions 
which  took  place  some  years  ago  in  this  House,  one  on  e 
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China  War,  and  the  other  on  the  Conspiracy  Bill.  In  neither 
of  these  cases  did  the  mover  of  the  resolution  obtain  a  seconder 
from  the  opposite  side  of  the  House.  But  with  regard  to  the 
first  case,  that  of  the  China  War,  I  was  not  in  Parliament 
during  that  session.  I  was  in  bad  health,  out  of  the  country; 
and  the  first  thing  I  knew  of  it  was  from  reading  an  account 
of  what  had  taken  place  in  this  House  in  a  public  news-room 
in  the  city  of  Rome.  With  regard  to  the  other  case,  that  of 
the  Conspiracy  Bill,  Members  who  were  then  in  the  House 
will  recollect  that  on  the  first  division,  on  the  first  reading  of 
the  Bill,  nearly  one  hundred  Members— I  think  that  was  the 
exact  number,  I  am  not  sure — or  ninety-nine,  voted  in  the 
division  against  the  introduction  or  first  reading  of  the  Bill, 
including  Lord  John  Russell,  the  President  of  the  Board  of 


Trade  (Mr.  Gibson),  myself,  and  many  others.  The  noble 
Lord's  friends  warmly  welcomed  and  supported  that  Bill. 
Before  the  second  reading  came  on,  my  right  lion.  Friend  the 
President  of  the  Board  of  Trade  gave  notice  of  a  resolu¬ 
tion,  which  was  carried  by  the  House;  the  noble  Lord 
with  several  of  his  friends,  departing  altogether  from  their 
votes  on  the  first  reading,  turned  completely  round  upon 
their  own  policy,  supported  my  right  lion.  Friend,  went  into 
the  same  lobby  with  him,  and  made  a  majority  against  the 
Government  of  Lord  Palmerston.  If  there  was  any  conspiracy 
then,  it  was  owing  to  the  other  side  of  the  House;  and  if  it 
was  a  dirty  conspiracy,  the  dirt  was  imported  into  it  by  the 
noble  Lord  and  his  friends.  Now,  these  are  inaccuracies 
which  may  occur  in  debate,  but  I  think  it  was  necessary  to 
mam  an  apology  to  the  right  lion.  Gentleman,  and  to  explain 

the  charge  which  the  noble  Lord  had  inadvertently  brought 
against  me.  & 

I  come  now  to  the  question  before  the  House,  and  the 
resolnbon  winch  has  been  moved  by  the  Member  for  Chester. 

atever  are  the  words  in  which  a  resolution  or  design  is 
wrapped  up  in  this  House,  the  true  meaning  of  it  generally 
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comes  out  during  the  debate ;  but  the  noble  Lord  the 
Member  for  Chester  did  not  in  the  slightest  degree  leave  us 
in  difficulty  with  respect  to  his  view;  and  there  can  be 
nothing  more  clear  than  this — I  do  not  in  the  slightest 
degree  blame  him  for  it  —  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  his 
opinion — that  he  stands  as  the  principal  opponent  of  this 
measure,  on  the  ground  either  that  he  is  opposed  to  all  Reform, 
or  to  such  an  extension  of  the  franchise  as  the  Government 
propose  in  this  Bill;  and  I  presume,  if  the  truth  were  known, 
and  judging  from  his  speech,  that  if  the  Government  would 
lay  on  the  table  of  the  House  the  Seats  Bill,  which  may  be 
as  extensive  with  respect  to  that  part  of  the  subject  as  this 
measure  of  the  franchise  is  on  another  part,  it  would  meet 
with  the  strenuous  opposition  of  the  noble  Lord.  Thus  the 
Bill  that  is  not  before  us  is  made  an  excuse  and  weapon  for 
destroying  the  Bill  that  is  before  us.  That,  I  think,  as  far  as 
I  can  judge,  is  a  fair  statement  of  the  position  of  the  noble 
Lord;  but  when  the  Seats  Bill  is  laid  on  the  table  of  the 
House  we  shall  have  an  opportunity  of  knowing  what  is  the 
course  which  the  noble  Lord  will  take  upon  it. 

I  come  now  to  the  speech  made  by  the  Member  for  King’s 
Lynn,  in  seconding  the  amendment.  His  speech  was  much 
more  ingenious,  and  it  was  much  less  candid;  it  was  much 
less  straightforward,  but  it  lands  us  in  the  same  position; 
and  the  noble  Lord  during  his  speech,  twice  at  least,  if  not 
oftener,  used  the  words  the  c  balance  of  power’  in  reference  to 
the  representation  of  the  people  in  this  House.  TV  e  have 
done  now  pretty  much  with  the  balance  of  power  on  the 
Continent  of  Europe.  I  hope  the  time  will  come  when  we 
shall  have  no  such  phrase  as  the  ‘  balance  of  power  in  this 
House. 

Sir,  I  think  that  this  House  should  be  a  fair  representation 
of  the  people  of  this  country,  and  though  it  may  not  be 
desirable,  and  even  if  desirable  it  may  not  be  attainable,  that 
all  persons  should  vote,  yet,  far  short  of  that,  I  am  persuaded 
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that  the  representation  may  be  so  arranged  that  every  person 
of  every  class  will  feel  that  his  interests  are  fairly  represented, 
and  will  be  fairly  consulted  by  the  House.  But  the  noble 
Lord  is  afflicted  with  a  species  of  terror,  or  perhaps  I  should 
rather  call  it  a  feeling  of  no  confidence,  such  as  I  have  hardly 
ever  seen  before  in  this  House.  He  has  no  confidence  in  the 
Government.  That  I  have  very  often  seen,  and  I  have  seen 
him  in  a  Government  in  which  the  majority  of  the  House  had 
no  confidence;  but  he  has  no  confidence  in  the  House.  First 
of  all  the  Government,  through  the  Prime  Minister  and 
through  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  have  given  the 
most  distinct  promise  with  regard  to  the  Bill  for  the  re¬ 
arrangement  of  seats ;  but  the  noble  Lord  has  no  confidence 
in  that  promise.  The  noble  Lord  has  no  confidence  in  the 
House,  because  if  this  Franchise  Bill  should  pass,  he  thinks 
the  House  might  do  something  very  unwise  in  the  matter  of 
the  Seats  Bill.  He  has  no  confidence  in  the  people,  because 
the  object  of  this  Bill  is  to  admit  them  to  the  franchise;  and 
he  has  special  terror  of  what  might  happen  if  the  Franchise 
Bill  should  pass  and  the  Seats  Bill  fail,  and  we  should  all  be 
sent  back  to  enlarged  constituencies  to  be  returned  to  a  future 
Parliament.  The  noble  Lord  must  know  that,  whatever  be 
the  re-arrangement  of  seats,  it  must  lead  to  greater  popular 
power  in  the  House;  and  that  whatever  be  the  extension  of 
tne  franchise,  it  must  lead  to  the  same  result;  and  we  all 
know  that  henceforth  the  Parliament  which  shall  be  elected 
on  an  extended  franchise,  or  after  a  redistribution  of  seats, 
will  lie  a  Parliament  of  full  authority  in  the  country — that 
it  will  have  power  still  further  to  extend  the  franchise,  and 
still  further  to  alter  the  distribution  of  seats,  and  to  conduct 
all  matters  connected  with  the  legislation  of  the  Empire. 
And  therefore  the  noble  Lord,  who  was  in  such  extraordinary 
tremor  with  regard  to  what  may  happen  if  this  Bill  pass  or  if 
the  other  fail,  appears  to  me  to  present  the  most  singular 
exhibition  of  political  anxiety  I  have  ever  seen. 
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I  thought  that  when  the  noble  Lord  concluded  his  speech, 
everything  in  it  that  was  true  was  unimportant,  and  every¬ 
thing  that  seemed  to  be  the  least  important  was  not  true. 
But  there  is  one  thing  important,  and  that  is  the  opposition 
of  the  noble  Lord  to  this  Bill ;  and  I  hope  that  he  and  his 
colleague  in  proposing  this  resolution  will  forgive  me  if  I  say 
that  I  think  it  is  a  perilous  thing  when  the  heirs  of  two  of 
the  most  ancient  and  the  most  wealthy  and  powerful  of  the 
houses  of  the  English  nobility  oppose  themselves  to  this 
moderate  and  just  Bill,  and  have  set  themselves  by  a  coalition 
in  this  House  to  drive  Lord  Russell  from  power — for  this, 
and  this  only,  offence — that  he  wields  the  authority  of  his 
o-reat  office  to  extend  in  what  I  believe  to  be  a  moderate  and 
conservative  degree  the  franchises  of  his  countrymen. 

The  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  Chester  blames  the 
Government  because  it  took  advice  from  this  end  of  this  side 
of  the  House  [below  the  gangway  of  the  Ministerial  side], 
and  did  not  confine  itself  to  the  advice  of  powerful  persons 
of  the  Whig  party.  I  should  think  that  a  measure  which 
is  supported  by  the  House  of  Bedford,  by  the  House  of 
Devonshire,  that  has  among  its  supporters  the  Howards, 
the  Sutherlands,  the  Duke  of  Somerset,  the  Duke  of  Aigyll, 
Lord  Clarendon,  Lord  Granville,  Lord  Stanley  the  Post¬ 
master-General,  and  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Secretary 
of  State  for  the  Home  Department— I  think  a  measure  that 
is  supported  by  the  Peers  that  I  have  mentioned  cannot 
be  said  to  be  introduced  to  this  House  without  some 
consultation  with  the  Whig  party.  Now,  if  the  noble 
Lord  will  allow  me  in  a  perfectly  friendly  manner  to  give 
him  a  little  advice,  I  will  do  it  in  one  sentence.  The 
course  that  he  is  taking  is  a  course  which  tends  to  sepa¬ 
rate  important  persons  of  the  Whig  party  from  the  Liberal 
and  popular  party  in  this  House  and  in  the  country, 
and  if  he  should  succeed  in  dissevering  the  most  intelli¬ 
gent  of  the  Whig  nobility  from  the  great  popular  party 
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in  the  country,  if  lie  should  transfer  them  to  the  other  side, 
and  put  all  the  dukes  and  the  nobles  on  one  side  of  Par¬ 
liament,  and  the  popular  party  on  the  other— if  the  noble 
Lord  knows  anything-  whatever  of  history,  he  will  know 
this, — that  when  the  great  popular  party  of  a  country  are 
fighting  by  themselves  against  the  nobles  of  a  country,  what¬ 
ever  their  virtues  and  whatever  their  power — speaking  of 
many  of  them — you  may  rely  upon  it  that  the  popular  party 
will  win,  and  the  nobles  will  g-o  down. 

The  noble  Lord  and  many  hon.  Members  of  the  House 
during  this  debate  have  referred  to  the  supposed  influence 
I  have  had  as  to  the  mode  in  which  this  question  has  been 
brought  before  Parliament.  Seven  years  ago,  just  about  the 
time  when  the  Government  of  Lord  Derby  was  thrown  out, 
m  an  accidental  or  incidental  conversation  with  Lord  Russell, 

I  suggested  to  him  that  whenever  this  question  was  brought 
again  before  Parliament,  the  proper  course  to  take  was  to 
introduce  the  Franchise  Bill  by  itself.  From  i860  until  this 
hour  I  have  only  had  one  interview — a  very  short  interview 
—and  only  one  conversation  of  a  political  character  with 
Lord  Russell,  and  until  he  mentioned  the  matter  at  the  meet¬ 
ing  of  his  supporters  the  other  day  in  Downing-street,  I  must 
confess  to  the  House  that  I  was  totally  in  ignorance  of  the 
fact  that  the  course  of  the  Government  in  this  matter  had 
been  in  any  degree  influenced  by  anything  I  have  said.  It 
was  at  a  meeting  at  Rochdale  in  January  last  that  I  advised 
not  only  the  Government  to  take  this  course,  but  that  I 
advised  all  persons  who  were  in  favour  of  Reform  in  the 
kingdom  to  consider  the  question  and  to  support  this  course  if 
it  should  be  taken  by  the  Government.  I  will  tell  the  House 
with  the  most  complete  candour  and  fairness  what  were  the 
reasons  which  led  me  to  give  this  advice.  I  will  assume  that 
the  House  is  in  favour  of  Reform.  I  know  what  a  stretch  of 
imagination  is  necessary  in  order  to  come  to  that  conclusion. 
But  as  I  am  speaking  not  only  to  Gentlemen  in  this  House,  but 
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to  some  wlio  are  outside  this  House,  I  shall  treat  the  question 
just  as  if  we  were  all  in  favour  of  some  measure  of  Reform,  but 
differed  a  little  as  to  the  mode  and  extent. 

When  T  suggested  to  Earl  Russell  six  years  ago  that  he 
should  bring  in  a  Franchise  Bill  first,  he  replied  that  if  he 
did  so  the  opponents  of  Reform  would  make  use  of  that  plan 
of  action  to  oppose  the  Government  altogether.  They  would 
submit  a  resolution  to  the  House,  in  all  probability,  to  the 
effect  that  they  will  not  proceed  with  any  measure  to  extend 
the  franchise  till  they  see  before  them  everything  that  the 
Government  has  to  propose  on  the  subject  of  Reform.  The 
noble  Lord  knows  perfectly  well  the  tactics  of  hon.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite,  but,  notwithstanding  that  knowledge,  he  has 
thought  it  his  duty  to  introduce  the  Franchise  Bill  first,  and 
ask  the  House  to  take  the  question  of  the  redistribution  of 

seats  at  a  later  period.  Now  let  us  consider  why  he  should 

do  that.  If  you  will  carry  back  your  recollection  to  the 
year  1 848,  when  a  resolution  was  proposed  by  Mr.  Hume, 
and  come  down  step  by  step  from  that  period  until  the 
occasion  of  the  introduction  of  the  Bill  of  my  hon.  Friend 
the  Member  for  Leeds  last  year,  you  will  see  that  the  great 
question,  so  far  as  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  great  popular 
question,  and  as  it  was  discussed  at  public  meetings, 

has  all  along  been  much  more  a  question  of  the  fran¬ 

chise  than  of  the  seats.  The  pledges  of  Governments 
and  of  Parliament  have  been  not  so  much  pledges  to  the 
middle  classes  that  their  share  of  political  power  should 
be  rendered  more  equal  by  a  redistribution  of  seats,  but 
more  distinctly  and  fully  they  have  been  pledged  to  the 
working  classes,  which  are  now  excluded,  that  they  should 
at  some  early  day  be  admitted  in  some  fair  numbers  to 
the  franchise. 

I  agree  with  my  hon.  Friend  the  Member  for  Westminster 
(Mr.  Mill),  and  I  think  all  within  this  House  will  agree,  that 
apart  from  any  effect  in  respect  to  the  choice  of  Members 
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which  you  may  hope  to  produce  hy  any  measure  for 
the  extension  of  the  franchise,  it  is  a  thing  desirable  in 
the  highest  degree  that  there  should  be  an  extension  of  the 
franchise  so  far  that  the  working-people  might  feel  that 
they  were  not  purposely  excluded.  What  I  want  is  to 
give  the  sense  of  justice  to  a  great  class  now  labouring 
under  a  sense  of  long-continued  injustice.  And  that  is 
essential  to  he  done,  although  that  might  not  change  the 
seat  of  any  Member  in  this  House,  and  although  the  dis¬ 
tribution  were  as  equal  as  it  can  be  made,  and  there  were 
no  other  Reform  necessary  but  on  this  single  measure  of 
the  franchise.  The  House  will  see  that  there  is  an  essential 
difference  between  the  two  questions.  The  extension  of  the 
franchise  affects  a  peculiar  portion  of  the  population,  and 
the  redistribution  of  seats  does  not ;  it  affects  all — the  higher, 
the  middle,  and  the  lower  classes  (as  to  a  portion  of  them) 
alike.  It  is  not  a  class  question,  and  therefore  is  not  pressed 
with  the  same  force  and  resolution,  as  a  great  measure  of 
justice,  which  the  question  of  the  franchise  has  received. 

An  hon.  Gentleman  who  once  sat  on  the  other  side 
is  of  opinion  that  when  you  come  to  consider  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  the  seats  you  will  find  that  a  larger  amount  of 
power  ought  to  be  given  to  the  counties.  No  doubt  the 
counties  oug'ht  to  receive  more  Members,  and  so  ouc»ht 
some  of  the  largest  boroughs,  and  some  new  boroughs  ought 
to  he  created.  All  that  is  necessary  for  the  fair  represen¬ 
tation  of  all  classes,  but  not  as  matter  of  justice  to  any 
special  and  peculiar  class.  The  other  matter  comes  before 
us  with  a  claim  far  more  pressing.  I  will  not  say  far  more 
righteous,  but  certainly  far  more  urgent.  Then  another 
reason  why  this  course  should  he  adopted  is  one  which  any 
Member  of  the  Government  would  see  at  once ;  and  as  a 
supporter  of  the  Government  I  will  take  the  liberty  of 
stating  it.  It  is  very  much  more  simple  than  if  this 
measure  were  mixed  up  with  another  great  question.  We 
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all  know  perfectly  well  whether  in  our  view  it  is  desirable 
to  reduce  the  franchise  or  not,  from  io l.  to  8/.  or  to  jl.  We 
can  form  an  opinion  on  that  point ;  and  it  does  not  matter 
for  that  purpose  whether  there  is  any  redistribution  of  seats 
or  not.  I  could  frame  a  measure,  and  so  could  the  right  lion. 
Gentleman  the  Member  for  Buckinghamshire,  which  would 
give  a  vote  to  every  man  in  the  kingdom,  and  yet  the  re¬ 
distribution  of  seats  could  he  so  made  that  the  representation 
should  he  infinitely  worse  than  it  is  at  present.  When  you 
have  argued  the  question  of  the  suffrage  and  settled  it,  you 
stand  and  will  stand  free  to  deal  with  the  question  of  the 
redistribution  of  seats.  And  if  you  think  to  juggle  the 
public  by  giving  the  suffrage  with  the  one  hand  and  with 
the  other  preventing  the  fair  representation  of  the  people 
by  an  unjust  redistribution,  you  will  not  be  reforming  the 
constitution  of  this  House,  but  you  will  he  making  the 
people  more  dissatisfied  with  Parliament  than  they  have 
been  in  past  times. 

Another  reason  why  I  think  the  Government  were  justified 
in  the  course  which  they  have  taken,  is  that  they  did  not 
wish  to  combine  the  various  classes  of  opponents  to  the  dif¬ 
ferent  branches  of  Reform  into  an  opposition  of  the  extension 
of  the  franchise.  They  thought  that  a  Bill  which  would  get 
rid  of  ten,  twenty,  thirty,  or  forty  seats,  would  he  a  matter 
of  great  difficulty  to  those  Members  who  represented  seats 
that  would  he  disfranchised  by  such  a  Bill.  But  yet  they 
felt  they  might  fairly  ask  the  aid  of  the  Members  for  the 
small  boroughs  to  do  justice  to  the  excluded  class,  and  open 
the  franchise  fully  and  fairly  to  the  people.  I  have  heard 
a  rumour  that  amongst  those  who  are  likely  to  vote  upon 
the  amendment  of  the  Member  for  Chester,  with  only  one 
exception,  there  will  not  be  a  single  representative  of  any 
small  boroughs  which  are  likely  to  be  disfranchised  by  the 
Bill  which  the  Government  have  promised  to  lay  upon  the 
table.  Therefore,  the  Members  for  the  small  boroughs, 
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wherever  they  sit,  and  whosoever  they  are  on  this  side  of 
the  House,  have  not  shown  any  hostility  to  an  extension 
of  the  franchise,  whatever  may  he  their  course  when  the 
Distribution  of  Seats  Bill  makes  its  appearance  on  the 
table. 

I  shall  have  to  appeal  to  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  opposite 
on  a  point  to  which  I  am  about  to  address  myself.  I  think 
that  a  Franchise  Bill  which  does  not  adjust  this  question 
for  a  period  at  least  as  long  as  the  Bill  of  1832  settled  the 
question  of  Reform,  is  a  Franchise  Bill  which  it  is  not  de¬ 
sirable  for  this  House  to  consent  to.  I  think,  further,  that  a 
Distribution  of  Seats  Bill  which  will  not  settle  that  question 
as  long  as  the  Franchise  Bill  will  settle  the  question  of  fran¬ 
chise,  is  not  a  desirable  Bill  for  this  House  to  pass.  It  seems 
to  me  that  after  you  have  settled  the  franchise  and  come  to 
discuss  the  question  of  seats,  Parliament  and  the  public  direct¬ 
ing  its  eye  to  that  one  question,  it  would  be  much  more  likely 
that  the  question  of  seats  could  be  settled  so  far,  that  for 
thirty,  and  it  may  be  for  fifty,  years  no  further  change  would 
be  required.  I  believe  that  if  Parliament  were  honestly  dis¬ 
posed  to  amend  the  representation  they  could  do  it  infinitely 
better,  more  solidly,  more  satisfactorily  to  the  people,  with 
greater  duration  to  our  legislation,  by  taking  the  course  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Government,  than  by  taking  that  proposed  by 
the  amendment  of  the  Member  for  Chester  or  the  course 
proposed  by  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite,  which,  I  suppose,  is 
to  get  rid  of  this  Bill  and  the  Government  by  the  same  vote. 
I  believe  that  the  argument  which  I  have  laid  before  the 
House — not  so  clearly  as  I  could  have  wished — had  the  effect 
of  inducing  a  great  number  of  Reformers  in  the  country  to 
approve  of  the  course  which  the  Government  has  taken  •  and 
I  believe  now,  that  if  I  were  addressing  the  hon.  Gentlemen 
opposite  as  friends  of  Reform,  and  if  they  were  its  friends, 
that  argument  would  be  conclusive.  But  if  they  are  not 
friends  of  Reform,  of  course  I  must  content  myself  with 
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saying  what  I  have  to  say,  and  with  leaving  it  to  make 
a  veiy  small  impression  upon  understandings  not  prepared, 

I  fear,  to  receive  the  truth  in  this  matter. 

I  said  I  must  quote  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  that  I  see 
Opposite  me.  My  own  honest  opinion  is  that  the  couise 
which  lias  been  pursued  by  the  Government  is  one  of  true 
Conservatism.  I  think  nothing  can  be  less  Conservative  than 
that  Parliament  should  have  these  questions  of  representation, 
questions  affecting  the  basis  of  power,  discussed  in  this  House 
during  every  session,  and  discussed  throughout  the  country 
during  every  Parliamentary  recess.  There  were  some  striking 
things  said  in  this  House  on  the  ist  of  March  in  the  year 
1859,  when  two  right  hon.  Gentlemen  (Mr.  Henley  and 
Mr.  Walpole)  who  sit  opposite  withdrew  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Lord  Derby  and  explained  to  the  House  the  grounds 
of  that  withdrawal.  The  Member  for  Oxfordshire  made  use 
of  these  observations  : — 

£  If  one  thing  can  be  more  destructive  to  our  Constitution  than  another  it 
will  be  to  have  a  Reform  Bill  every  few  years  ;  and  that  will  be  the  case  if 
you  cannot  settle  your  system  upon  such  grounds  that  you  can  reasonably 
hope  that  it  will  stand,  I  do  not  say  for  a  long  time— finality  is  out  of  the 
question— but  for  a  decent  number  of  years.  If  you  cannot  do  that,  you  will 
lay  the  foundation  for  revolution.’ 

The  foundation  for  revolution  in  almost  every  country,  unless 
history  lies  dreadfully,  has  been  laid  by  those  who  have 
pretended  to  be  specially  Conservative.  I  agree  with  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman.  I  say  there  never  was  a  sentence 
uttered  in  this  House  of  more  undoubted  wisdom  than  that 
which  he  spoke  on  that  occasion.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
House  why  it  is  that  we  are  now  involved  in  this  question 
of  Reform.  [Derisive  cries  from  the  Opposition.]  Yes,  I 
will  answer  hon.  Gentlemen  immediately.  The  reason  is 
this— because  there  is  a  feeling  universal  throughout  the 
country  that  the  whole  number  of  electors  is  much  too 
small  to  afford  a  satisfactory  representation  of  the  people,  and 
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that  the  largest  class  in  the  country,  that  class  which  makes 
the  nation,  is  specially  excluded. 

I  shall  show  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  that  this  is  so  by 
referring  to  a  Bill  of  their  own  leaders  and  of  their  own 
Ministry.  It  was  on  the  twenty-eighth  of  February,  1 859, 
that  the  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  stood  up  at  this  table 
to  propose  a  Reform  Bill  on  behalf  of  the  Conservative  party, 
of  which  he  is  the  leader  in  this  House.  He  quoted  on  that 
occasion  no  less  than  three  Queen’s  speeches,  and  he  told  us 
that  three  Prime  Ministers  had  stated  distinctly  that  it  was 
necessary  to  do  something  on  this  question.  And  that  there 
may  be  no  mistake,  for  there  is  a  peculiarity  in  the  way  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  has  put  it,  I  will  read  to  you  the 
question  he  asked  of  the  House.  After  descanting  on  the 
previous  attempts,  which  every  Minister  thinks  it  necessary 
to  do — after  quoting  three  Queen’s  speeches — he  says: — 

‘Were  you  to  allow  this  question,  which  the  Sovereign  had  three  times 
announced  was  one  that  ought  to  be  dealt  with,  which  three  Prime  Ministers, 
among  the  most  skilful  and  authoritative  of  our  statesmen,  have  declared  it 
was  their  intention  to  deal  with,  to  remain  in  abeyance  ?  ’ 

The  answer  he  would  give  of  course  is — No;  we  could  not 
let  it  remain  in  abeyance.  But  since  then  there  have  been 
three  other  Royal  speeches  in  which  the  same  thing  has 
been  said  with  increased  emphasis,  and  three  other  Prime 
Ministers  have  declared  their  intention  to  deal  with  it. 

What  is  the  subject  to  which  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
refers  when  he  puts  in  this  form  the  inquiry  '  Are  you  to 
allow  this  question  to  remain  in  abeyance  ?’  I  maintain  that 
it  is  the  question  of  the  suffrage — the  question  of  the  fran¬ 
chise.  What  did  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  deal  with? 
Pie  gave,  according  to  his  own  statement,  a  Franchise  Bill 
of  the  largest  proportions — so  largely  proportioned  that  it 
dwarfs  the  measure  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer. 
What  did  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  do  with  regard 
to  the  seats?  He  altered  fifteen  seats.  It  was  no  redis- 
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tribution  at  all.  It  was  a  ludicrous  attempt  to  arrange  the 
question  of  tlie  redistribution  of  seats.  Gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  have  forgotten  these  words  of  the  right  hon.  Gentle¬ 
man.  They  would  be  a  great  deal  wiser  if  they  remembered 
some  of  the  things  which  the  Member  for  Buckingham¬ 
shire  tells  them.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  proposed  that 
the  county  franchise  should  he  reduced  to  ^ol.,  and  he 
said  it  would  extend  the  franchise  in  counties  by  not 
fewer  than  200,000  electors.  And  200,000  is  the  exact 
number  which  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  expects  to 
he  added  to  the  county  electors  by  the  Bill  now  befoie  the 
House.  What  did  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  do  with  regard 
to  the  borough  franchise  ?  He  proposed  that  everybody  who 
had  an  income  of  10/.  a-year  from  the  Funds,  from  Bank 
Stock,  or  from  East  India  Stock,  or  Bonds,  should  be  enfran¬ 
chised.  It  would  he  easy  to  show  what  a  very  foolish  idea 
of  enfranchisement  that  was ;  because  it  is  capable  of  distinct 
proof  that  any  man  who  chose  to  invest  5,000 l.,  or  6,000!., 
for  which  he  would  receive  a  steady  interest,  might  enfran¬ 
chise  all  his  family,  from  his  grandfather  to  his  youngest 
son,  and  even  include  all  his  uncles,  nephews,  and  first 
cousins.  And  those  persons  would  be  enfranchised  by  a 
fraud  it  would  be  impossible  to  detect.  He  proposed  that 
every  person  who  had  invested  60I.  in  a  Savings-bank,  even 
•  for  one  year,  should  have  a  vote.  Thirdly,  he  proposed  that 
pensioners  in  receipt  of  20 1.  should  have  a  vote.  Fourthly, 
he  proposed  that  persons  occupying  part  of  a  house— that  is, 
lodgers  paying  a  sum  of  20 !. — should  have  a  vote.  The  light 
hon.  Gentleman  also  proposed  that  graduates  of  universities, 
ministers  of  religion,  members  of  the  various  branches  of 
the  legal  profession,  medical  men  and  schoolmasters  having 

certificates,  should  have  votes. 

We  will  not  discuss  whether  that  was  a  proper  extension  of 
the  suffrage.  If  you  like  I  will  admit  that  every  person 
included  there— barring  cases  of  fraud— would  be  suitable 
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persons.  I  am  afraid  of  using*  the  word  c  suitable/  the  hon.  and 
learned  Member  for  Belfast  objects  altogether  to  that — but  I 
will  admit  that,  according  to  mj  notion,  and  according  to  the 
notion  of  the  majority  of  the  House,  all  such  persons,  with 
the  exception  I  have  mentioned,  would  he  proper  persons  to 
have  votes.  At  what  did  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  estimate 
the  number  that  would  be  added  to  the  borough  electors? 
At  no  less  than  300,000.  That  is  fifty  per  cent,  more  than 
is  proposed  to  he  added  to  the  borough  electors  by  the  Bill 
now  on  the  table — perhaps  not  exactly  of  the  same  class  of 
persons.  But  whether  you  give  the  franchise  to  A  or  to  B, 
it  is  equally  an  extension  of  the  franchise.  And  when  the 
Member  for  Buckinghamshire  was  asked,  towards  the  close 
of  the  discussion  on  the  first  night,  what  he  thought 
would  be  the  total  addition  to  the  number  of  electors  in 
England  and  Wales,  he  said  the  increase,  no  doubt,  would 
be  very  considerable — exceeding  half  a  million,  he  had  no 
hesitation  in  saying.  In  answer  to  the  Royal  speeches,  in 
deference  to  what  three  Prime  Ministers  had  said,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  inquiry  ‘  Can  the  question  any  longer  be 
left  in  abeyance?^  what  did  the  Government  of  Lord  Derby 
do  ?  They  introduced  a  Franchise  Bill,  which  I  do  not  here 
undertake  to  approve  or  condemn — that  is  not  necessary  for 
my  argument — they  introduced  a  Franchise  Bill  that  would 
increase  the  electoral  body  by  not  less  than  half  a  million — 
100,000  more  than  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  proposes 
to  admit  by  the  Bill  which  he  has  laid  on  the  table.  Am 
I  not  therefore  justified  in  saying  that  the  Bill  of  the  Member 
for  Buckinghamshire  was  in  fact  a  Franchise  Bill  ? 

What  did  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  do  with  regard  to  the 
seats  ?  He  was  very  chary  in  telling  the  House  what  he  wished 
to  do  with  regard  to  the  seats.  He  did  not  wish,  I  suppose,  to 
shock  the  Members  who  represented  boroughs  he  was  going  to 
disfranchise.  He  did  not  disfranchise  the  borough  of  Caine. 
He  did  not  even  disfranchise  the  borough  of  Portarlington, 
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for  which,  after  a  very  exhaustive  poll  of  forty-six  votes,  my 
right  lion.  Friend  the  Attorney-General  for  Ireland  has  been 
returned  to  this  House.  Nay,  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  de¬ 
fended  the  borough  of  Arundel  in  several  sentences  of  his 
speech.  He  said  that  the  noble  Lord  who  represents  the 
borough  of  Arundel  sits  here  as  the  representative  of  900,000 
Catholics  in  England  and  Wales.  But  the  borough  of  Arundel 
is  as  much  a  nomination  borough  as  any  in  Schedule  A  of  the 
Reform  Bill. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  touched  the  question  of  seats  so 
gently  that  he  took  only  fifteen  seats  of  small  boroughs  having 
now  two  seats,  and  he  made  a  distribution  of  them  which  I 
need  not  detail  to  the  House.  He  distributed  them  in  a  way 
which  I  am  willing  to  admit  was  a  very  fair  and  satisfactoiy 
distribution  of  them,  because  he  gave  four  seats  to  the  West 
Riding  of  Yorkshire,  two  seats  to  South  Lancashire,  two  seats 
to  Middlesex,  and  he  proposed  to  create  seven  new  boroughs 
from  towns  that  have  a  population  entitling  them  to  repre¬ 
sentatives.  Therefore  I  do  not  complain  at  all  of  the  way  in 
which  he  distributed  the  seats,  but  my  argument  goes  to 
show  that  the  Government  of  Lord  Derby  felt  that  the  real 
question  involved  in  their  Reform  measure  was  the  question 
of  the  franchise,  and  accordingly  Lord  Derby's  Government 
proposed  by  their  Bill  to  admit  500,000  new  electors  and  to 
distribute  fifteen  seats.  I  think  then  that  nothing  could  he 
more  absurd  than  to  suppose  that  theirs  was  not  a  great 
Franchise  Bill — or  that  it  was  a  Bill  for  the  settlement  of  the 
distribution  of  seats. 

Now,  if  I  were  to  ask  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  why  he 
touched  the  seats  with  so  delicate  a  hand,  and  if  he  were  to 
give  me  a  candid  and  an  honest  answer,  he  would  say  that 
the  difficulties  attending  the  question  of  the  distribution  are 
very  much  greater  than  the  difficulties  attending  the  question 
of  the  franchise;  and  he  would  say,  I  am  quite  sure,  that 
a  Government  having  to  deal  with  the  question,  than  which 
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none  can  be  more  important,  and  perhaps  none  can  be  more 
difficult,  would  be  justified  in  taking'  that  course  which 
avoids  difficulties  as  much  as  possible,  and  enables  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  deal  fairly  and  simply  at  once  with  one  important 
branch  of  it.  I  will  ask  lion.  Gentlemen  opposite  and  the 
House — I  will  ask  those  Gentlemen  on  this  (the  Liberal) 
side  of  the  House,  who  are  supposed,  I  hope  untruly,  to  be 
about  to  vote  with  the  Member  for  Chester — do  they  believe 
that  if  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  had  passed  his  Bill  admit¬ 
ting  500,000  electors,  new  voters,  and  distributing  fifteen 
seats,  the  question  of  the  arrangement  of  seats  would  have 
been  settled  for  twenty,  or  ten,  or  for  five  years  ?  Is  not 
every  man  in  the  House  convinced,  and  is  not  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  the  Member  for  Oxfordshire  convinced,  that  in 
the  very  next  Parliament  elected  after  the  passing  of  that 
Bill  there  would  have  been  propositions  submitted  to  the 
House  declaring  that  those  small  boroughs,  which  had 
not  been  touched,  were  not  proper  boroughs  to  return 
Members  to  this  House,  and  that  a  certain  number  of 
them  should  be  extinguished  and  their  Members  turned 
over  to  the  populous  counties  and  to  the  great  and  populous 
cities  ?  We  should  have  had  exactly  what  the  Member  for 
Oxfordshire  wants  to  avoid.  We  should  have  had  every  year 
a  debate  on  a  new  Reform  Bill,  and  a  debate  on  the  basis  of 
power ;  and  there  would  have  been  contentions  between  the 
landowners  and  the  rest  of  the  population  who  are  represented, 
and  probably  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  who  sits  on  that 
bench  and  I,  both  wishing  to  do  fairly  to  all  parts  of  the 
country  in  this  matter,  might  not  have  seen  distinctly 
whether  more  Members  should  be  given  to  counties  or  more 
to  boroughs.  If  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  were  to 
add  to  this  Bill  those  fifteen  seats  of  the  Member  for  Buck¬ 
inghamshire— that  little  clause  of  his  in  that  very  short 
Schedule — do  you  think  the  House  would  agree  to  pass  it  ? 

Will  the  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  Chester  (Earl 
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Grosvenor)  and  his  colleague  who  seconded  the  amendment 
(Lord  Stanley)  frankly  tell  the  House  that  if  the  distribution 
clauses  of  Lord  Derby's  Bill  were  added  to  the  Bdl  of  Lord 
Russell;  they  would  give  that  Bill  their  support  ?  If  they 
will  undertake  to  do  that;  although  it  might  ruin  the  Govern¬ 
ment  if  I  said  it— still  I  would  give  them  a  little  advice, 
and  I  would  counsel  them  to  take  it.  You  know  perfectly 
well  that  all  this  clamour  you  have  been  making  about  the 
distribution  of  seats— I  am  afraid,  Sir,  there  is  not  exactly 
a  parliamentary  term  that  will  enable  me  to  express  it  with 
sufficient  delicacy— hut,  at  least,  one  thing  you  know,  you  do 
not  impose  upon  us  with  that  cry.  I  do  not  think  I  felt  the 
slightest  satisfaction  when  the  Government  proposed  to  lay 
upon  the  table  of  the  House  their  Bill  for  the  distribution  of 
seats.  If  I  had  been  a  Minister,  I  think  I  should  have  re¬ 
commended  that  the  Member  for  Caine,  for  example,  and  the 
Member  for  Stamford— both  of  whom  must  know  a  good 
deal  about  the  small  boroughs— should  have  been  requested 
to  prepare  clauses  of  disfranchisement  for  the  fair  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  House. 

It  is  obvious  that  if  the  arguments  on  which  you  have 
opposed  this  Bill  are  your  honest  arguments,  you  would  not 
support  the  Bill  though  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
were  to  propose  to  add  to  it  the  distribution  clauses  of  the 
Bill  of  Lord  Derby.  And  I  think  you  would  he  wise  m 
refusing  it ;  because  although  that  distribution  is,  I  believe, 
perfectly  satisfactory  and  fair  as  far  as  it  goes,  yet  it  would 
not  in  any  degree  settle  that  question  ;  and  I  am  convinced 
that  the  greatest  error  the  House  can  commit  is  to  agree 
to  something  on  the  question  of  the  franchise  and  something 
on  the  question  of  the  distribution  of  seats,  by  which  neither 
the  one  question  nor  the  other  shall  be  settled.  But,  Sir,  a 
this  moment  the  Government  is  assailed  by  a  united  party  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House,  with  a  few  recruits  from  this  sic  e. 
I  tell  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  that  they  are  not  m  vciy  gooc 
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hands.  The  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  and  the  Member 
for  King’s  Lynn  are  not,  in  my  opinion,  councillors  to  be 
followed  implicitly  on  this  question  of  Reform ;  and  if  any¬ 
body  doubts  it  I  should  call  as  witnesses  the  two  right  hon. 
Gentlemen  to  whom  I  have  already  referred. 

You  have  before  you  the  Bill  of  Lord  Russell’s  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  you  know  exactly  what  it  is.  You  may  think 
quite  honestly  that  the  reduction  of  the  franchise  is  some¬ 
thing  more  than  is  necessary,  and  you  may  even  think 
it  is  something  more  than  is  safe  ;  hut  you  know  exactly 
what  it  is.  [ ‘  No,  no.’]  You  have  listened  with  very  small 
attention  to  the  speakers  on  this  side  of  the  House  if  you  do 
not,  at  least,  know  the  worst  of  it.  What  was  the  Bill 
brought  in  by  the  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  ? — and  it 
had  upon  every  clause  of  it  the  impress  of  his  subtle  under¬ 
standing.  I  will  tell  you  what  was  said  of  it  by  the  Member 
for  the  University  of  Cambridge  (Mr.  Walpole)  on  that  night 
when  he  explained  to  us  why  he  had  withdrawn  from  the 
Government.  He  said  that  their  scheme  of  suffrage  was — 

‘A  most  dangerous  innovation,  by  giving  to  temporary  and  fluctuating 
occupations  a  preponderating  influence  over  property  and  intelligence,  while 
it  throws  large  masses  into  the  constituencies  who  are  almost  exempt  from 
direct  taxation.’ 

That  is  exactly  what  your  friends  have  been  saying  of  the 
Bill  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer.  And,  again,  the 
Member  for  the  University  said,  and  this,  I  think,  was  in 
a  letter  which  he  wrote  to  Lord  Derby,  and  which  he  read 
to  the  House  : — 

‘  The  measure  which  the  Cabinet  are  prepared  to  recommend  [and  in  which 
he  did  not,  as  you  know,  concur]  is  one  which  we  should  all  of  us  have  strongly 
opposed  if  either  Lord  Palmerston  or  Lord  Russell  had  ventured  to  bring  it 
forward.’ 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  knew  exactly  the  character  of 
his  colleagues.  It  was  prophetic  of  the  course  which  they 
would  take,  and  which  they  have  taken  now,  in  opposition  to 
a  Bill  which  only  proposes  to  admit  400,000  electors,  while 
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their  own  Bill  proposed  to  admit  500,000.  Now,  the  Member 
for  Oxfordshire  on  the  same  evening,  with  regard  to  the  same 
question,  used  these  remarkable  words  : — 

‘  I  believe  that  identity  of  suffrage,  which  is  the  principle  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Bill,  is  fatal  to  the  constitution  of  this  country.’ 

I  do  not  think  that  anybody  in  the  House  during  this  discus¬ 
sion  has  gone  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  reduction  of  3/.  in  the 
borough  franchise  would  be  absolutely  fatal  to  the  constitu¬ 
tion  of  this  country,  seeing  that  five  hundred  years  ago,  and 
less,  every  freeman  being  a  householder  in  every  borough  had 
a  vote  for  Members  to  sit  in  this  House.  But  the  two  right 
hon.  Gentlemen  expressed  these  opinions  of  the  Bill  introduced 
by  the  Member  for  Buckinghamshire,  and  I  say,  therefore, 
that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  and  his  colleagues,  especially 
the  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  King's  Lynn,  are  condemned 
out  of  the  mouths  of  their  former  colleagues,  and  ought  to 
be  put  out  of  court  as  advisers  on  this  question. 

I  shall  now  ask  the  attention  of  the  House  for  a  little 
time  to  the  Bill  itself.  Hitherto  I  have  been  speaking 
as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  Government  have  proposed 
to  deal  with  this  question.  As  to  the  Bill  itself,  almost 
everything  that  has  been  said  has  been  said  in  connection  with 
the  question  of  the  borough  franchise.  I  omit  altogether  the 
sort  of  frenzy  into  which  the  Member  for  North  Stafford¬ 
shire  (Mr.  Adderley)  worked  himself  the  other  night  when  dis¬ 
cussing  the  question  of  the  county  franchise.  For  aught  that 
I  know  a  14/.  rental  franchise  in  counties  may  have  a  very  fatal 
effect  in  North  Staffordshire.  I  like  to  take  the  advice  and 
opinion  of  men  of  great  experience  and  great  moderation,  and 
it  is  for  this  reason  that  I  ask  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Member  for  Oxfordshire  to  step  for  one  moment  into  the 
witness-box  on  this  matter.  He  said  in  the  speech  to  which 
I  have  referred  : — 

‘Ever  since  the  Reform  Act  of  1832  the  working-people  have  been  having 
a  less  and  less  share  in  the  representation.  They  had  considerable  represen- 
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tation  before  1832  through  the  scot  and  lot  voters  and  the  freemen.  They 
are  gradually  dying  out.’ 

And  turning1  to  those  about  him  he  said : — 

‘  I  ask  my  honourable  friends  near  me  to  consider,  if  they  draw  a  hard 
line,  and  leave  the  working-people  behind  it,  how  long  they  think  it  will 
stand  ?’ 

That  was  a  wise  saying,  a  pertinent  question  in  the  year  1 859, 
and  it  is  not  less  wise  and  worth  considering  in  the  year 
1866. 

But  then  the  greater  part  of  it  is  exactly  what  the  Chan¬ 
cellor  of  the  Exchequer  has  said.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman 
has  told  the  House  that  the  proportionate  power  of  the  work¬ 
ing-classes  in  the  constituencies  has  been  diminishing  since 
1832.  I  believe  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  it ;  and  here  I  must 
tell  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  that  my  opinion  is — 
and  I  think  every  Member  of  the  House  who  represents  a 
borough,  excepting  the  borough  of  Coventry  and  perhaps  one 
or  two  others,  must  know — that  the  figures  which  have  been 
laid  before  the  House  by  which  the  per-centage  of  working-men 
electors  is  put  down  at  25  or  2 6  per  cent,  are  not  in  any  degree 
to  be  relied  upon,  nor  are  they  in  any  degree  accurate.  Now, 
hon.  Gentlemen  have  a  perfect  right,  of  course,  in  assailing 
the  Government,  to  fight  upon  the  figures  which  they  have 
laid  before  them,  and  the  Government  would  find  it  very  diffi¬ 
cult  to  retreat  from  the  position  they  have  taken  up  upon  those 
figures.  I  am  not  one  of  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite,  and  am 
not  one  of  a  Government  responsible  for  those  figures.  I  am 
here  as  an  advocate,  an  honest  advocate  of  a  moderate  and  just 
reform,  and,  therefore,  I  must  deal  with  this  question  from 
my  own  point  of  view,  and  speak  of  it  in  language  based  on 
the  convictions  which  I  hold.  I  will  give  the  House  only 
two  cases,  and  I  have  not  sought  for  them  in  the  Blue  Book 
or  written  about  the  country  for  them.  The  first  has  been 
presented  to  this  House,  I  believe,  in  a  petition  by  the  hon. 
Member  for  Stoke-upon-Trent.  Stoke-upon-Trent,  as  hon. 
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Gentlemen  know,  is  a  borough  consisting  of  three  or  four 
neighbouring  towns.  One  of  them  is  the  town  of  Burslem. 
The  Blue  Book  says  that  Burslem  is  a  constituency  with  680 
electors.  Of  that  number  197  are  represented  to  be  working¬ 
men  or  artisans,  and  that  they  form  29  per  cent,  of  the  whole 
number.  But  what  does  this  petition,  which  has  been 
accurately  prepared,  and  which  gives  the  analysis  of  the 
register  for  Burslem,  say?  It  says  this:  that  of  the  197 
which  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer’s  figures  represent  to 
be  working-men  there  is  1  publican  and  40  beersellers.  That 
is  41  to  begin  with.  I  would  rather  have  40  really  hard- 
working,  industrious  artisans  in  any  borough  than  40  beer- 
sellers.  But  there  are  grocers  and  other  shopkeepers  to  the 
number  of  48.  There  are  persons  who  are  put  down  as  cart- 
owners,  cowkeepers,  tradesmen  with  assistants,  having  profits 
from  their  capital  in  their  trade,  numbering  33 ;  and  adding 
these  together  and  deducting  them  from  the  197,  there  remain 
in  the  town  of  Burslem  not  197  working-men  on  the  register, 
but  75.  You  may  bring  if  you  like  the  whole  staff  of  the 
Poor-law  Board,  but  they  cannot  alter  these  figures,  and  it 
shall  not  be  my  fault  if  the  House  discusses  this  question  and 
decides  upon  figures  that  are  deceptive  and  delusive. 

Next  I  will  take  one  other  town,  and  that  is  the  borough 
of  Wakefield.  The  Blue  Book  says  there  are  122  working-men, 
or  rather  over  11  per  cent,  in  the  borough  of  Wakefield. 
But  if  you  will  deduct  the  various  classes  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  with  regard  to  Burslem,  you  will  bring  the  number  of 
122  in  Wakefield  down  to  35,  so  that  instead  of  there  being 
1 1  per  cent,  of  the  present  constituency  working-men,  there  are 
not  more  than  3  per  cent.  I  was  talking  the  other  day  to  a 
Member  on  this  side  of  the  House,  the  Member  for  Newark. 
I  will  not  give  the  figures,  for  I  have  not  them  in  my  recol¬ 
lection,  but  I  hope  he  will  take  some  opportunity  of  stating 
them  to  the  House.  But  the  return  from  Newark  was  sent 
back,  I  think,  twice,  if  not  three  times,  for  correction,  and 
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I  think  at  least  one  county  magistrate  was  put  down  amongst 
the  working-men. 

The  only  figures  with  which  I  shall  trouble  the  House  are 
these.  We  have  had  the  figures  of  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer,  and  quite  as  many  more  from  Gentlemen  opposite, 
and  I  wish  to  give  the  House  my  figures  in  a  single  sentence. 
The  Blue  Book  says  that  there  are  126,000  working-men 
upon  the  register.  Some  bring  these  down  to  one-third  that 
number,  hut,  for  the  sake  of  being  within  the  mark,  I  will 
call  them  half.  The  126,000  is  then  brought  down  to  63,000. 
The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  calculated  that  by  the  repeal 
of  the  rate-paying  clauses  and  the  system  of  compounding, 
persons  who  pay  10/.  a-year  rent,  who  are  now  excluded, 
would  be  admitted  to  the  number  of  60,000.  He  put  all  these 
60,000  as  working-men.  There  is  not  a  man  in  any  borough 
in  England  that  believes  that  is  an  accurate  calculation. 

I  put  these  down  at  one-tliird  that  number — namely,  20,000. 
The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  says  that  between  10 l.  and 
7/.  there  will  be  admitted  144,000,  and  he  estimates  these  as 
being  all  working-men.  We  all  know  that  these  persons 
within  71 1.  and  106  are  not,  cannot,  and  never  have  been 
all  working-men,  and  I  reckon  that  if  two-thirds  are  admitted 
as  working-men  that  will  be  as  fair  a  calculation  as  can 
be  made. 

Look  at  the  result.  The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  says 
when  this  Bill  is  passed  there  will  be  330,000  working-men 
upon  the  register.  I  say  there  will  be  179,000.  Call  them, 
for  easier  recollection,  180,000.  The  newly  admitted  by  this 
Bill  will  be  1 1 6,000.  What  will  be  the  gross  effect  ?  The 
whole  number  of  borough  electors  in  England  and  Wales,  if 
this  Bill  should  pass,  upon  the  calculation  of  the  Blue  Book 
will  be  691,000,  of  whom  180,000  only,  or  about  one-fourth, 
will  be  working-men,  and  therefore  that  portion  of  the  people 
which  forms  at  least  three-fourths  of  the  whole  population 
will  only  have  one-fourth  of  the  electoral  power  in  the 
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borouglis,  and  no  power  whatever  worth  reckoning  in  the 
constituencies  of  the  counties.  I  shall  say  no  more  about 
these  statistics.  Having  made  my  calculations,  they  are  as 
proper  to  be  placed  before  the  House  as  those  of  the  Chan¬ 
cellor  of  the  Exchequer  or  any  hon.  Gentleman  opposite. 
But,  after  all,  there  mil  be  in  England  and  Wales  more  than 
4,000,000  of  men  left  out. 

I  think  so  much  political  trepidation — I  will  say  so  much 
political  cowardice,  if  I  may  be  allowed  the  use  of  that  word — 
never  was  exhibited  before  as  in  the  terror  shown  by  the  mover 
and  seconder  of  this  amendment,  because  1 1 6,000  new  voters 
amongst  working-men  will  be  admitted,  while  more  than 
4,000,000  will  be  left  out.  I  am  astonished  at  these  alarmist 
speeches.  The  right  hon.  Baronet  the  Member  for  Hertford¬ 
shire  (Sir  E.  B.  Lytton)  deals  in  alarmist  speeches.  He  comes 
down  once  or  twice  during  the  session,  and  makes  a  speech, 
which  gives  great  satisfaction  to  the  House,  provided  you  do 
not  pay  the  least  attention  to  what  there  is  in  it.  I  mean 
that  in  tone,  manner,  and  imagery  we  are  pleased,  but  I  am 
grieved  when  I  find  the  side  to  which  the  right  hon.  Baronet 
gives  his  great  influence.  In  the  year  i860,  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  made  a  speech  of  a  much  more  alarmist  character 
than  the  one  which  he  made  last  week,  and  therefore  we  may 
reckon  upon  some  amendment  in  his  condition.  In  i860  he 
said  the  Bill  that  was  introduced  by  Lord  John  Russell,  as 
a  member  of  Lord  Palmerston’s  Government,  was  a  Bill  to 
admit  ‘  poverty  and  passion  1  to  the  franchise.  This  is  one  of 
his  passages : — 

‘  Though  we  are  willing  to  admit  poverty  and  passion  into  the  franchise,  we 
are  not  willing  to  give  poverty  and  passion  the  lion’s  share  of  political  power 
over  capital  and  knowledge.’ 

That  is  very  much  like  what  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Member  for  Cambridge  University  said  of  the  Bill  of  the 
Member  for  Buckinghamshire.  He  did  not  use  the  words 
‘  poverty  and  passion,’  but  he  spoke  of  things  that  were  fatal 
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to  the  constitution  as  being  likely  to  be  enacted  by  the 
Bill. 

The  right  hon.  Baronet  once  held  very  different  opinions  from 
these.  Many  years  ago  he  published  a  book  called  f  England 
and  the  English/  This  is  not  a  very  profound,  but  a  very 
amusing  book,  and  I  should  like  to  read  to  the  House  a  sen¬ 
tence  which  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  put  as  a  motto  to  the 
book,  which  motto,  I  think,  he  took  from  Ben  Jonson. 
The  words  are — 

‘  I  am  he 

Have  measured  all  the  shires  of  England  over, 

For  to  these  savages  I  was  addicted 

To  search  their  nature  and  make  odd  discoveries.’ 

The  discovery  which  he  had  made  up  to  i860  was  this  :  if  you 
introduce  artisans  and  working-men  between  a  10 1.  and 
61.  rental,  you  give  the  lioffs  share  of  the  power  of  repre¬ 
sentation  to  the  poverty  and  passion  of  the  country.  In 
his  speech  last  week  he  did  not  treat  the  working-men  as  if 
they  were  made  up  of  poverty  and  passion,  but  he  used 
generous  words  of  them,  and  he  told  us  how  there  was  a  tie 
not  only  of  interest,  but  of  respect  and  affection,  between  the 
rich  and  the  labouring  poor ;  and  doubtless  this  language  far 
more  accurately  stated  his  real  opinion  than  when  he  said  that 
between  61.  and  10I.  the  working-men  were  represented  by 
‘  poverty  and  passion.’  But  to  give  them  compliments  of  this 
kind,  and  not  votes,  seems  to  me  to  be  a  thing  which  will  not 
be  well  received  by  the  great  body  of  the  people,  who  are 
asking  that  at  least  some  of  them  may  be  admitted  to  a 
representation  in  this  House.  It  reminds  me  very  much  of 
that  couplet  which  I  am  sure  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  will 
remember  from  Shenstone — 

‘  He  kicked  them  down  stairs  with  such  a  sweet  grace 
They  may  think  he  was  handing  them  up.’ 

How  is  it  to  be  conceived  that  after  a  speech  full  of  such 
noble  and  generous  sympathy  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  con- 


1866. 


REFORM.  VII. 


175 


eludes  to  throw  all  the  weight  of  his  character  and  influence 
into  the  side  of  a  party  which  says  little  that  is  kind  and 
generous  of  this  class?  [Loud  Opposition  cries  of  f No/ no/] 
I  will  say,  then,  of  a  party  which  sometimes  does  say  some¬ 
thing  generous  of  the  working-class,  hut  never  shows  the 
slightest  disposition  to  confer  upon  it  any  portion  of  political 
rights. 

I  now  ask  the  attention  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  and 
the  House  to  one  point  which  he  touched  with  great  force 
and  great  beauty  of  language  in  referring  to  some  friends  and 
neighbours  of  mine — the  members  of  the  co-operative  societies 
of  Rochdale.  When  I  heard  his  words  I  thought  he  was 
going  hack  unconsciously  to  the  year  1832,  when  he  was  a 
most  enthusiastic  supporter  of  the  Reform  Bill  of  that  day, 
and  when  he  was  a  member  of  the  Parliamentary  Candidate 
Society,  with  the  hon.  and  learned  Member  for  Sheffield, 
with  Jeremy  Bentham,  Daniel  O’Connell,  Francis  Place, 
Charles  Buller,  and  many  others.  I  thought  he  was  going 
back  to  that  time,  but  if  not  so  far,  that  he  was  at  least  going 
back  to  1847  and  1848,  in  both  which  years  he  was  in 
favour  of  an  extension  of  the  franchise.  Now,  what  did  he 
say  of  my  neighbours  and  friends  ?  He  said, — 

‘  To  artisans  of  that  class,  whatever  their  political  creed,  I  am  willing  to 
grant  the  franchise.  Willing,  do  I  say? — that  word  is  much  too  cold.  I  wish 
that,  like  some  old  commonwealth  of  Greece,  we  could  admit  them  to  the 
franchise  by  acclamation,  to  be  proud  of  such  fellow-citizens,  without  asking 
what  rent  they  pay  for  their  houses.’ 

I  happen  to  live  amongst  all  these  persons  of  whom  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  has  spoken  with  so  much  enthusiasm, 
and,  therefore,  if  the  House  will  permit  me,  I  will  state  a 
little  of  their  case,  and  I  have  no  objection  to  rest  my  case 
upon  theirs.  In  i860,  in  the  discussion  of  the  Bill  of  the 
Government,  I  laid  some  facts  connected  with  these  operative 
societies  before  the  House.  There  are  three  bodies  or  com¬ 
panies  managed  by  three  committees.  One  is  called  the 
Rochdale  Equitable  Pioneers  Society,  which  chiefly  concerns 
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itself  in  the  retail  business,  and  the  facts  which  I  am  about  to 
give  have  been  supplied  to  me  by  the  secretary  of  the  society. 
He  says  that  there  are  5,500  members,  chiefly  heads  of 
families.  It  has  a  capital  of  85,000/.,  and  it  is  selling  goods 
and  receiving  money  at  the  rate  of  230,000 /.  per  annum. 
Let  the  House  bear  in  mind  that  there  is  not  one  of  these 

5.500  members  can  have  one  single  farthing  of  credit.  The 
business  is  managed  by  a  committee  of  eleven,  of  whom  two 
have  a  borough  vote,  and  one  of  them  is  a  book-keeper,  and  is 
treasurer  of  the  society,  and  therefore,  in  a  certain  sense,  he  is 
not  exactly  what  we  understand  by  a  working-man.  He  and 
another  have  borough  votes,  while  the  president  and  secretary 
of  this  great  establishment  have  no  votes.  We  now  come  to 
the  Rochdale  District  Co-operative  Corn  Mill  Society,  which 
does  a  large  business.  It  has  a  capital  of  60,000/.,  and  turns 
over  164,000/.  per  annum.  It  has  also  a  committee  of  eleven; 
but  neither  the  president,  nor  treasurer,  nor  secretary,  nor 
any  one  of  this  committee  has  a  borough  vote.  One  of  the 
committee  has  a  county  vote,  being  probably  the  owner  of  a 
cottage  in  the  neighbourhood.  Then  there  is  the  Rochdale 
Co-operative  Manufacturing  Society,  which  has  more  than 

1.500  members,  or  shareholders,  and  a  capital  of  109,000/.  It 
lias  built  two  of  the  largest  and  handsomest  factories  in  the 
neighbourhood,  and  the  meeting  in  support  of  this  Bill 
was  held  in  one  of  them  which  has  not  yet  received  its 
machinery.  This  society  is  also  managed  by  a  committee  of 
eleven,  of  whom  three  have  borough  votes,  and  two  have 
county  votes.  But  of  these  five  voters  only  one  is  fa  working' - 
man  in  the  usual  sense.  The  voters  are  thus  described — one 
is  a  manager,  one  a  manufacturer,  one  a  draper,  one  out  of 
business,  and  one  only  is  a  mechanic.  Now,  the  total  capital 
of  these  societies  is  227,246/.,  the  whole  of  which  has  been 
contributed,  or  nearly  so,  by  the  working-men  of  Rochdale,  of 
whom  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  spoke  the  other  night  in  such 
glowing  language.  The  secretary  writes  : — 
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‘  The  present  writer  lias  seen  members  of  the  Pioneers’  Society,  who  had 
scarcely  any  work  or  income  for  the  family  during  the  famine,  come  for  5 s.  or 
10s.  from  their  investments  of  previous  savings,  just  to  help  them  on  with  their 
small  earnings.  They  did  not  ask  or  receive  relief.  This  does  not  show  im¬ 
providence  or  want  of  forethought.  Now  that  the  cotton  famine  is  nearly 
over,  the  members  are  again  saving  money.  In  June,  1865,  their  investments 
were:  In  the  Pioneers’  Society,  59,000 ?.  ;  in  September,  1865,  63,000k;  in 
December,  1865,  69,000?.;  and  in  March,  1866,  they  reached  76,602?.’ 

I  hope  the  right  hon.  Member  for  Caine  will  forgive  me  for 
reading  the  next  line — ‘  This  does  not  agree  with  the  Lowe 
theory/ 

Now,  what  is  taking  place  in  the  Rochdale  societies  is 
occurring  in  greater  or  less  degree  in  all  the  societies,  of 
which  there  are  five  or  six  hundred  throughout  the  country. 
What  is  the  answer  which  anybody  has  given  to  these 
men  ?  Will  you  give  the  same  answer  which  the  right  hon. 
Baronet  the  Member  for  Hertfordshire  gave  ?  Will  you 
receive  them  with  open  arms  and  not  ask  them  whether  they 
pay  7/.  or  61.  for  their  rental  ?  If  hon.  Gentlemen  are  in 
favour  of  the  extension  of  the  franchise — I  exclude  the  hon. 
and  learned  Member  for  Belfast  altogether — to  those  who  are  so 
worthy  of  it,  upon  the  description  of  one  of  your  own  eminent 
leaders,  will  you  allow  these  4,500  men  to  have  the  franchise 
now  in  Rochdale  ?  I  beg  to  tell  them  it  would  he  a  great 
mistake  to  think  that  the  men  in  Rochdale  are  better  than 
those  in  the  other  manufacturing  towns  of  Lancashire  and 
Yorkshire.  They  would  altogether  scout  the  idea,  and  I, 
who  know  them  as  well  as  most  men — and  I  know  a  good 
deal  of  the  working-men  of  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire — should 
say  that  those  at  Rochdale  are  a  fair  sample  of  the  great  mass 
of  the  industrious,  intelligent,  and  independent  population 
amongst  whom  we  live. 

The  hon.  Member  for  Wick  is  terrified  at  the  idea  of  the 
votes  of  these  men.  Northern  breezes  and  long  experience 
have  done  nothing  for  him.  He  described  all  the  good 
things  which  have  been  done  in  Parliament  during  the  last 
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twenty  years,  and  lie  does  not  seem  to  be  aware  that  there  is 
not  one  of  those  good  things  which  the  working-men  of  Lan¬ 
cashire  and  Yorkshire  did  not  heartily  support.  I  know  not 
half  a  dozen  Gentlemen  opposite  who  gave  any  continuous 
support  whatsoever  to  those  good  things.  The  hon.  Gentleman 
puts  it  to  the  credit  of  Parliament  that  it  repealed  the  Corn- 
law.  If  he  had  consulted  my  right  hon.  Friend  the  President 
of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  I  think  he  would  have  been  told  that, 
until  Sir  Robert  Peel  abandoned  Protection,  there  never  were 
a  hundred  Members  in  the  House  who  gave  a  vote  in  favour 
of  the  repeal  of  the  Corn-law,  and  that  it  was  done,  as  every¬ 
body  knows  now,  by  an  agitation  of  enormous  cost  both  in 
money  and  labour,  and  by  the  occurrence  of  a  famine  which 
threw  disgrace  upon  the  Government  of  this  country,  not 
because  potatoes  should  have  decayed,  but  that  when  they 
did  decay  a  whole  population  should  have  run  the  risk  of 
being  destroyed  by  it.  The  same  men  who  both  out  of 
doors  and  in  Parliament  asked  for  these  good  measures  are 
the  very  men  who  ask  for  this  Bill,  and  I  venture  to  tell  the 
House  that  if  they  do  not  get  this  Bill  they  will  get  one  very 
much  like  it. 

I  shall  not  ask  the  attention  of  the  House  to  more  figures, 
or  endeavour  to  show  the  inconsistency  of  any  Members  on 
the  other  side  of  the  Plouse ;  but  I  will  ask  them,  if  they  can, 
calmly  to  consider  the  present  position  of  this  question. 
Look  all  over  the  country,  and  you  will  find  that  in  a  week 
or  a  fortnight  there  have  been  held  more  than  a  hundred 
public  meetings  which  were  unanimous  in  favour  of  this  Bill. 
Hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  do  not  pursue  a  policy  which 
enables  them  to  hold  public  meetings.  You  have  had 
presented  many  hundred  petitions  in  its  favour,  with  nearly 
500,000  signatures  appended  to  them.  If  the  Bill  were  so 
destructive,  if  it  struck  such  terror  into  the  hearts  of  the 
people  as  it  seems  to  have  done  in  the  case  of  the  noble  Lord 
the  Member  for  King’s  Lynn — and  I  believe  there  was  a 
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petition  from  Lynn  signed  by  a  hundred  of  his  consti¬ 
tuents  in  support  of  his  views — if  the  people  felt  that  the 
Government  were  going  on  a  wrong  course,  that  the  middle 
class  were  to  he  swamped,  and  all  kinds  of  evil  to  follow 
the  passing  of  this  Bill,  is  it  conceivable  that  numbers  of 
public  meetings  would  not  have  been  held,  and  that  numbers 
of  petitions  would  not  have  been  signed,  praying  that  the 
Bill  should  not  pass  ? 

Look  at  the  moderate  and  reasonable  tone  of  the  meetings 
that  have  been  held.  I  appeal  particularly  to  the  two  right 
hon.  Gentlemen  I  see  before  me  —  they  are  not  so  stiff 
as  some  in  the  unteachable  prejudices  of  their  party,  and 
the  tone  of  their  remarks  shows  that  they  have  a  real 
conviction,  and  are  desirous  of  acting  upon  it.  Look,  then, 
at  the  attitude  of  the  people.  Suppose  when  Lord  John 
Russell,  in  the  years  previous  to  1830,  was  bringing  forward 
year  after  year  measures  for  the  reform  of  Parliament — 
suppose  you  had  accepted  some  of  those  propositions,  and  that 
Parliament  had  been  to  a  certain  extent  reformed,  do  you 
not  think  that  would  have  been  a  course  as  wise  as  to  go 
on  heedlessly  step  by  step  until  you  came  to  the  edge  of  that 
terrible  abyss  over  which  you  could  not  bear  to  look  in  1833  ? 
You  may  always  pass  a  measure  with  more  honour  to 
yourselves  and  more  good  to  the  country  in  times  of 
peace  and  tranquillity  than  in  times  of  force  and  com¬ 
pulsion  ;  and  times  of  peace  and  tranquillity  are  invariably, 
if  not  immediately,  followed  in  matters  of  this  descrip¬ 
tion  by  times  of  force  and  compulsion.  The  right  hon. 
Member  for  Oxfordshire  told  you  what  must  happen  if  you 
chose  to  set  up  a  barrier  and  thrust  the  working  classes 
behind  it  and  tell  them  that  that  line  must  for  ever  separate 
them  from  you.  You  have  1,000,000  electors  now,  and 
there  are  8,000,000  of  grown  men  in  the  United  King¬ 
dom  ■,  can  you  say  that  only  1,000,000  shall  have  votes  and 
that  all  the  rest  are  to  remain  excluded?  Is  the  thing 
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possible  ?  The  right  hon.  Member  for  Huntingdonshire  (Gen. 
Peel)  seems  to  think  it  is  possible;  but  he  knows  it  is  not 
possible.  He  has  before  him  the  example  of  an  illustrious 
member  of  his  own  family,  who  thought  it  possible  to  main¬ 
tain  the  principle  of  Protection  by  the  Corn-law,  and  who, 
finally,  after  doing  everything  he  could,  after  violating  his 
own  convictions  for  years  in  fighting  the  battles  of  his  party, 
was  compelled  at  last  to  surrender,  and  to  admit  to  the 
humblest  man  in  the  country,  and  the  poorest  weaver,  that 
he,  the  great  Minister  of  State  in  this  country,  had  not 
comprehended  the  question  of  the  Corn-laws  so  well  as  the 
working-men  of  England  comprehended  it. 

Are  you  resolved — and  this  is  the  question  we  are  in  fact 
now  discussing — that  the  bolts  shall  be  kept  in  that  door,  and 
that  the  mass  of  the  people  shall  be  forced  to  remain  on  the 
other  side  of  it  ?  The  hon.  and  learned  Member  for  Belfast 
told  us  that  there  should  he,  not  a  representation  of  the 
people,  but  a  representation  of  classes.  If  the  hon.  and 
learned  Gentleman  gave  opinions  in  a  court  of  law  no  sounder 
than  he  gives  us  here  on  the  question  of  the  Constitution, 
depend  upon  it  he  never  would  have  been  enabled  to  reach  the 
high  position  he  now  holds  in  his  profession.  He  knows 
perfectly  well  there  never  was  such  a  thing  as  a  representation 
of  classes  in  the  Commons  House  of  Parliament ;  we  should 
have  been  called  the  House  of  Classes,  or  something  equally 
absurd,  if  anything  so  absurd  ever  had  existed.  He  knows 
perfectly  well  that  in  the  times  previous  to  the  usurpations  of 
the  Tudors  and  the  Stuarts,  every  freeman  resident,  being  a 
householder  in  a  borough,  had  a  vote  for  a  representative  in 
that  House.  He  knows,  also,  that  the  first  Parliament  of 
Charles  I.  declared — and  it  is  now  on  record  in  the  journals — 
that  the  franchise  of  common  right  rested  with  the  inhabitant 
householders  of  boroughs.  Though  he  contended  that  the 
quotation  I  made  from  Lord  Somers  did  not  bear  the  meaning 
I  attached  to  it,  yet  if  we  come  down  to  the  men  of  fifty  or 


1866. 


REFORM.  VII. 


181 


sixty  years  ago,  lie  will  not  deny  that  all  the  leading  Liberal 
men  of  that  period  were  in  favour  of  the  extension  of  the 
suffrage  far  beyond  that  which  is  proposed  in  this  Bill. 

There  is  much  that  I  think  shows  you  are  hurrying  to 
times  of  difficulty  and  peril.  If  you  look  at  what  is 
passing  in  the  United  States  you  will  see  that  there  is  a 
question  which  is  causing  great  difficulties,  just  as  this  ques¬ 
tion  is  causing  them  here.  It  is  proposed  that  the  4,000,000 
negroes  of  the  United  States  shall  have  these  rights  granted 
to  them  ;  that  they  shall  no  longer  he  bought  and  sold  ;  that 
they  may  change  their  employment  and  their  master;  that 
they  may  sue  or  he  sued  in  a  court  of  law,  and  may  give  evi¬ 
dence  in  a  court  of  justice.  Beyond  that  their  rights  are  not 
at  present  to  go,  and  those  who  were  their  masters  not  two 
years  ago,  and  who  bought  and  sold  them,  are  not  willing, 
for  reasons  which  they  think  sufficient,  to  grant  them  the 
franchise,  which  is  universal  in  that  country.  The  franchise 
never  has  been  universal  in  this  country.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  it  should  be ;  hut  we  have  a  representative  constitution, 
and  we  are  the  House  of  Commons,  and  if  the  Throne  be 
sacred  in  its  dignity,  and  if  the  Peers  be  unmolested  in  their 
privileges,  the  House  of  Commons  remains  the  safeguard  of 
the  constitution,  and  those  who  are  sent  here  sit  by  right  of 
free  election  by  the  commonalty  of  this  kingdom. 

You  may  defeat  this  Bill.  I  am  not  at  all  learned  in  Par¬ 
liamentary  computations,  hut  there  are  hon.  Gentlemen  on 
both  sides  who  can  tell  exactly  what  the  majority  for  or 
against  this  Bill  will  be.  I  will  admit  fully  that  you  can 
reject  this  Bill,  defeat  the  Government,  and  drive  Lord 
Russell  from  office.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  no  doubt 
somewhere  a  Parliamentary  Bradshaw — all  his  lines  converge 
to  Downing-street.  We  have  let  him  in  once  or  twice, 
indeed,  but  had  very  soon  afterwards  to  expel  him  from  that 
paradise  of  official  men.  If  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  goes  to 
Downing-street,  are  you  prepared  to  say  that  there  shall  be 
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no  Reform ,  or  that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  and  his  friends , 
who  in  1859  proposed  measures  which  their  most  experienced 
colleagues  declared  to  be  fatal  to  the  Constitution,  shall  again 
deal  with  this  question  ?  Does  not  conduct  like  this  always 
break  up  a  party  ?  When  you  come  to  deal  with  the  question 
of  Reform  you  will  find  difficulties ;  if  you  resolve  not  to 
deal  with  it,  your  difficulties  will  not  he  less.  Whatever  is 
said  in  this  House,  whether  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  carries  this  Bill  or  not,  there 
still  remains  the  nation  outside  this  House,  and  there  still 
remains  the  great  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform. 

I  believe  there  never  was  a  Bill  submitted  to  this  House  by 
a  Government  connected  with  the  Liberal  party  which  it  was 
more  clearly  the  duty  and  the  interest  of  what  is  called  the 
Conservative  party  to  support.  In  1832  the  then  Tory  party 
opposed  the  Bill ;  they  went  to  their  constituencies  and  were 
mostly  destroyed  for  a  time.  If  this  Bill  passes,  the  enlarged 
constituencies  will  not  look  very  favourably  upon  Gentlemen 
who  tried  to  prevent  the  Bill  from  passing.  When  you  see  a 
man  like  Lord  Russell,  who  was  the  chief  supporter  of  the 
Bill  of  1832,  who  promoted  it  years  before  it  made  its  appear¬ 
ance,  and  who  proposed  it  on  behalf  of  the  Government — 
when  you  see  him,  knowing  certainly  as  much  of  this  question 
as  any  man  in  this  House — when  you  see  him  convinced  of 
the  necessity  of  doing  something  on  this  question,  and 
offering  a  Bill  so  reasonable  as  this,  I  cannot  help  saying, 
either  that  hon.  Gentlemen  are  misled  by  their  leaders,  or 
that  they  have  driven  their  leaders  into  a  course  which  I 
think  is  pernicious  to  the  true  interests  of  their  party. 
Perhaps  there  never  was  a  Bill  which  more  fairly  accommo¬ 
dated  itself  to  the  advancing  intelligence  of  the  people.  There 
is  not  a  whisper  of  dissatisfaction  with  it.  [Cries  of  f  Oh  ! '] 
I  speak  of  those  persons  who  are  in  favour  of  any  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  representation  ;  and  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to 
learn  or  gather,  even  those  who  are  called  Conservatives 
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throughout  the  country ,  are  weary  of  the  perpetual  discus¬ 
sion  of  this  question,  and  would  he  glad  that  it  could  be 
settled  on  the  terms  which  the  Government  has  proposed. 

I  did  not  rise  with  the  expectation  that  I  should  convince 
lion.  Gentlemen  that  they  are  wrong  and  that  I  am  right ;  the 
most  that  I  can  hope  for  is  that  some  fact  or  some  argument 
may  find  a  lodgment  in  some  mind,  and  may  moderate 
hostility  to  a  proposal  which  I  think  the  country  requires, 
and  the  country  is  anxious  to  receive.  I  have  not  spoken  in 
favour  of  the  Government.  I  have  said  that  I  think  their 
figures  are  wrong  and  untrue — injurious  to  their  own  Bill  and 
their  own  case.  Now,  will  the  House  believe  for  once  that 
I  am  speaking  to  them  from  no  party  spirit,  from  no  desire  to 
do  anything  in  the  country  or  to  the  country  more  than  they 
would  wish  ?  My  view  of  the  public  interest  is  at  least  as 
conscientious  and  as  honest  as  theirs  can  be.  I  have  been 
misrepresented,  and  condemned,  and  denounced  by  hon. 
Gentlemen  opposite,  and  by  not  a  few  writers  in  their  press. 
My  conscience  tells  me  that  I  have  laboured  honestly  only  to 
destroy  that  which  is  evil,  and  to  build  up  that  which  is 
good.  The  political  gains  of  the  last  twenty-five  years,  as 
they  were  summed  up  the  other  night  by  the  hon.  Member 
for  Wick  (Mr.  Laing),  are  my  political  gains,  if  they  can  be 
called  the  gains  in  any  degree  of  any  living  Englishman. 

And  if  now,  in  all  the  great  centres  of  our  population — in 
Birmingham  with  its  busy  district — in  Manchester  with 
its  encircling  towns — in  the  population  of  the  West  Riding 
of  Yorkshire — in  Glasgow  and  amidst  the  vast  industries  of 
the  West  of  Scotland — and  in  this  great  Babylon  in  which 
we  are  assembled — if  we  do  not  find  ourselves  surrounded 
by  hungry  and  exasperated  multitudes — if  now,  more  than  at 
any  time  during  the  last  hundred  years,  it  may  be  said, 
quoting  the  beautiful  words  of  Mr.  Sheridan,  that  — 

‘  Content  sits  basking  on  the  cheek  of  toil  ’ — 

if  this  House,  and  if  its  statesmen  glory  in  the  change,  have 
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I  not  as  much  as  any  living  man  some  claim  to  partake  of 
that  glory  ?  I  know,  and  every  thoughtful  man  among  you 
knows,  and  those  Gentlemen  who  sit  on  that  bench  and  who 
are  leading  you  to  this  enterprise,  they  know  that  the  policy 
I  have  urged  upon  the  House  and  upon  the  country,  so  far  as 
it  lias  hitherto  been  accepted  by  Parliament,  is  a  policy  con¬ 
servative  of  the  public  welfare,  strengthening  the  just  autho¬ 
rity  of  Parliament,  and  adding  from  day  to  day  fresh  lustre 
and  dignity  to  the  Crown.  And  now,  when  I  speak  to  you 
and  ask  you  to  pass  this  Bill — when  I  plead  on  behalf  of 
those  who  are  not  allowed  to  speak  themselves  in  this  House 
— if  you  could  raise  yourselves  for  this  night,  for  this  hour, 
above  the  region  of  party  strife — if  you  could  free  yourselves 
from  the  pestilent  atmosphere  of  passion  and  prejudice  which 
so  often  surrounds  us  here,  I  feel  confident  that  at  this 
moment  I  should  not  plead  in  vain  before  this  Imperial 
Parliament  on  behalf  of  the  English  constitution  and  the 
English  people. 
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[A  great  open-air  meeting  was  held  in  Birmingham  on  the  2  7th  of  August, 
1866,  to  pass  resolutions  in  favour  of  Reform.  It  was  calculated  that  more 
than  1 50,000  men  were  present  at  it.  In  the  evening  a  great  meeting  was 
held  in  the  Town  Hall  of  Birmingham,  at  which  an  Address  of  confidence 
was  presented  to  Mr.  Bright,  and  at  which  this  speech  was  spoken.] 

I  accept  the  Address  which  has  just  been  presented  to  me 
with  feelings  which  I  shall  not  attempt  to  express.  I  accept 
it  as  ample  compensation  for  whatsoever  labours  I  have 
expended  in  your  service,  and  I  shall  take  it  fiom  this 
meeting,  and  hold  it  as  a  constant  stimulus  to  whatsoever 
labours  may  lie  in  my  path  in  your  service  for  the  future. 
There  are  times  when  I  feel  no  little  despondency  at  the 
small  result  of  many  years  of  public  labour;  but  to  look 
upon  a  meeting  like  that  assembled  here,  and  to  look  upon 
that  vast  gathering  which  your  town  has  exhibited  to  the 
country  and  to  the  world  to-day,  is  enough  to  dispel  every 
feeling  of  fear  or  of  despondency,  and  to  fill  the  heart  and 
nerve  the  arm  to  new  and  greater  labours  for  the  future. 

During  the  last  session  of  Parliament,  in  the  debate  011 
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the  second  reading  of  the  Franchise  Bill,  I  took  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  offering  a  word  of  counsel  and  of  warning  to  the 
powerful  party  in  the  House  which  opposed  that  Bill.  In 
those  words  of  warning  and  of  counsel  I  asked  them  to 
remember  that  if  they  should  succeed  in  defeating  that  Bill 
and  overthrowing  the  Government,  there  would  still  remain 
the  people  of  England  to  be  met,  and  the  claims  of  the 
great  question  of  Reform  to  he  considered  and  settled.  We 
have  not  had  to  wait  long  before  that  which  I  foretold  has 
come  to  pass.  In  London  we  have  seen  assemblies  of  the 
people  such  as  for  a  generation  past  have  not  been  witnessed. 
In  many  other  parts  of  the  country  there  have  been  meetings 
greater  than  have  been  seen  for  thirty  years,  and  notably 
to-day  there  has  been  a  voice  given  forth  from  the  very 
centre  and  heart  of  England  which  will  reach  at  least  to 
the  circumference  of  the  three  kingdoms.  There  has  been 
an  attempt  to  measure  the  numbers  that  are  present  in  this 
Hall  at  this  moment.  There  are  probably  six  thousand 
persons  here.  I  ask  any  who  were  present  to-day  to  reckon 
how  many  times  this  Hall  could  have  been  filled  from  that 
multitudinous  congregation  upon  which  our  eyes  rested,  but 
to  the  full  extent  of  which  they  could  scarcely  reach.  It 
is  highly  probable  that  it  might  have  been  filled  forty  times 
from  that  vast  number.  Yes,  and  at  this  moment  I  am 
told  that  outside  there  is  an  audience  far  greater  than  that 
I  now  address;  whilst  to-morrow  morning  there  will  be 
millions  of  an  audience  throughout  the  whole  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  anxious  to  know  what  has  been  done  and  what 
has  been  said  on  this  27th  day  of  August  in  this  great 
town  of  Birmingham. 

We  are  not  here  to-night  to  discuss  the  question  of  Re- 
foim,  because  that  is  a  question  which  we  have  already 
settled.  What  we  have  to  do  is  to  discuss  calmly  our  present 
position  and  our  future  work  in  reference  to  this  great 
question.  My  lion.  Colleague  has  said  that  the  Bill  of  the 
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late  Government  was  one  of  singular  moderation.  It  was 
also  a  Bill — I  speak  now  only  of  the  Franchise  Bill — of  a 
singular  and  most  honest  simplicity ;  and  that  was  the  great 
reason  that  I  felt  it  my  duty,  and  that  you  felt  it  yours,  to 
give  it  an  honest  support.  I  will  just  tell  you  how  much  and 
how  little  it  proposed  to  g’ive,  or  would  have  given,  to  the 
working-classes  of  this  country;  and  I  think  it  necessary 
to  state  this  because  of  the  argument  which  I  intend  to 
raise  upon  it.  The  Government  produced  to  the  House  of 
Commons  a  Blue  Book,  most  elaborately  compiled,  and  as 
far  as  I  know,  with  the  exception  of  one  point,  correct  and 
trustworthy ;  hut  they  proposed  to  inform  the  House  of  the 
number  of  working-men  who  are  now  upon  the  register, 
and  what  addition  would  he  made  to  that  number  if  the 
Bill  passed.  I  differed  entirely  from  their  estimate,  which 
I  believe  to  have  been  to  a  very  great  extent  erroneous,  and 
I  think  I  produced  facts  in  the  House  of  Commons  which 
sustained  my  opinion. 

Mr.  Gladstone  told  us  that  at  present  there  are  on 
the  borough  registers  in  England  and  Wales  working-men 
to  the  number  of  126,000.  He  showed,  further,  that  by  the 
abolition  of  the  rate-paying  clauses,  if  there  was  no  alteration 
in  the  10 1.  suffrage,  there  would  he  an  addition  of  60,000 
electors,  who,  he  reckoned,  would  all  he  working-men ;  and 
then  he  said  that  if  the  franchise  was  reduced  from  10/.  to 
7 1.,  there  would  be  a  further  addition  of  144,000,  all  of  whom 
he  estimated  as  working-men.  Therefore  he  stated  that 
when  that  Bill  passed  there  would  be  on  the  borough 
registers  of  England  and  Wales  330,000  working-men,  of 
whom  204,000  would  be  new  voters  added  by  that  Bill. 
I  believe  that  estimate  was  made  with  perfect  honesty  by 
Mr.  Gladstone,  but  that  it  was  to  a  very  large  extent  erro¬ 
neous.  I  showed  several  boroughs,  and  I  believe  I  might 
have  gone  through  almost  every  borough  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  where  the  number  of  working-men  stated  in  the 
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returns  was  at  least  double,  and  in  many  cases  far  more 
than  double,  the  actual  number  upon  the  register.  I  esti¬ 
mated,  also,  that  although  the  abolition  of  the  rate-paying 
clauses  might  add  60,000  new  votes,  it  would  be  very  unfair 
to  expect  that  more  than  one-third,  or  20,000  of  them — 
being  ten-pounders  and  upwards — would  be  of  the  class  of 
working-men.  I  said,  further,  that  it  was  absurd  to  reckon 
that  every  man  between  106  and  7/.  was  of  the  class  of 
working-men,  and  I  supposed  that  at  least  no  more  than 
two-thirds  of  them  could  be  placed  in  that  list.  My  estimate 
differed,  therefore,  from  Mr.  Gladstone's  thus  far.  I  said 
that  of  the  126,000  now  upon  the  register  there  were  not 
more  than  the  half,  or  63,000;  instead  of  there  being 
60,000  admitted  by  the  abolition  of  the  rate-paying  clause, 
there  would  not  be  more  than  20,000 ;  and  that,  instead  of 
there  being  144,000  working-men  admitted  by  the  reduction 
of  the  franchise  from  10 l.  to  7/.,  it  was  a  fair  estimate  to 
take  two-thirds  of  that  number,  or  96,000.  My  opinion 
therefore  was,  that  when  that  Bill  passed,  if  it  should  pass, 
there  would  be  upon  the  borough  registers  of  England  and 
Wales,  not  330,000  of  working-men,  but  179,000,  and  that 
the  Bill  would  not  admit  204,000,  but  only  116,000  of  that 
class.  Take  either  my  estimate  of  ij  6,000  or  Mr.  Glad¬ 
stone's  estimate  of  204,000  as  the  number  of  working-men 
to  be  added  by  the  late  Bdl  to  the  register,  and  I  will  ask 
you  what,  after  all,  does  it  all  come  to  ?  204,000  working- 

men  according  to  the  Government  estimate,  116,000  accord¬ 
ing  to  mine,  and  in  addition  about  200,000  new  voters  added 
to  the  counties  under  a  14/.  franchise,  who  must  of  necessity 
be  almost  altogether  outside  the  working-classes.  That  was 
the  Bill  which  my  hon.  Colleague  has  described  as  one  of 
singular  moderation.  Out  of  live  or  six  millions  of  men  »in 
the  United  Kingdom  who  are  not  now  enfranchised,  the 
whole  number  of  the  working-classes  to  be  admitted  in  the 
boroughs  of  England  and  Whies  was  only  200,000. 
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Now  that  Bill,  so  moderate  that  I  confess  I  had  entertained 
the  hope  that  it  would  pass  through  Parliament  without  any 
great  difficulty,  was  resisted  as  if  it  had  been  charged  with  all 
the  dangerous  matter  which  the  Tory  party  actually  attributed 
to  it.  It  was  intrigued  against  in  a  manner — I  had  almost 
said  more  base,  but  I  will  say  more  hateful,  than  any  measure 
I  have  seen  opposed  during  the  twenty-three  years  that  I 
have  sat  in  the  House  of  Commons ;  and,  finally,  under  every 
kind  of  false  pretence,  it  was  rejected  by  a  small  majority, 
and  fell,  and  with  it  the  Government  which  had  proposed  it 
also  fell.  The  reason  I  have  given  you  these  figures  is  that 
I  want  to  show  you  the  desperate  resolution  of  the  present 
Government,  and  of  the  party  which  it  represents,  to  deny  to 
the  working-classes  of  this  country  any  share  in  its  govern¬ 
ment.  I  am  not  confined  to  the  votes  of  the  House  and  the 
destruction  of  the  Bill,  hut  I  am  able,  I  think,  to  show  you 
by  the  arguments  on  which  the  Tory  party  proceeded  that 
such  is  their  determination,  and  it  may  he  their  unchangeable 
resolution. 

Several  of  the  speakers  to-night  have  referred  to  the 
slanders  heaped  upon  the  great  body  of  the  people  during 
the  discussions  of  the  last  session ;  and,  no  doubt,  although 
his  name  was  not  mentioned,  the  speakers  had  in  their 
minds  one  Member  of  the  House  who  virtually  has  no 
constituency — whose  sole  constituent,  at  any  rate  at  that  time, 
is  now  no  longer  here  to  partake  of  the  strife  or  the  contests 
of  politics,  though  I  presume  another  constituent  acts  and 
reigns  in  his  stead.  If  I  quote  anything  that  Mr.  Lowe  said, 
understand  me  that  I  wish  to  bring  no  charge  against  him 
whatsoever.  He  has  spent  some  years  in  Australia,  and  pro¬ 
bably  has  voyaged  round  the  world ;  and  I  do  not  deny  him 
the  right  to  voyage  round  the  world  of  politics,  and  to  cast 
anchor  in  any  port  that  may  be  pleasant  to  him.  I  merely 
intend  to  quote  something  that  he  said,  because  when  it  was 
said  it  was  received  with  rapturous  enthusiasm  by  that  great 
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party  in  the  House  who  are  the  supporters  of  Lord  Derby  and 
of  Mr.  Disraeli.  This  is  extracted  from  the  Times  newspaper, 
a  paper  in  which,  as  is  well  known,  the  speaker  has  been 
for  many  years  an  eminent  writer,  and  over  which,  unless 
reports  speak  untruly,  he  has  no  small  degree  of  control. 
He  says : — 

‘  I  have  had  opportunities  of  knowing  some  of  the  constituencies  of  this 
country,  and  I  ask  if  you  want  venality,  ignorance,  drunkenness,  and  the 
means  of  intimidating — if  you  want  impulsive,  unreflecting,  violent  people — 
where  would  you  go  to  look  for  them  ?  To  the  top  or  to  the  bottom  ?  It  is 
ridiculous  to  blink  the  fact  that  since  the  Reform  Act  the  great  corruption  has 
been  among  the  voters  between  20I.  and  10Z.  rental — the  lodging-house  and 
beerhouse  keepers  ;  .  .  .  but  it  is  said,  Only  give  the  franchise  to  the  artisan  and 
then  see  the  difference.’ 

He  goes  on — passing  a  sentence  containing  a  classical  illustra¬ 
tion  which  amused  the  House,  but  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
quote  here.  He  said 

‘You  know  what  sort  of  persons  live  in  these  small  houses’  [houses,  of 
course,  between  10I.  and  7Z.]  ‘We  have  long  had  experience  of  them  under 
the  name  of  freemen,  and  it  would  be  a  good  thing  if  they  were  disfranchised 
altogether.  They  were  dying  out  of  themselves,  but  the  Government  propose 
to  bring  them  back  again  under  another  name,  so  that  the  effect  of  passing  this 
Bill  would  be — first,  to  increase  corruption,  intimidation,  and  all  the  evils  that 
happen  usually  in  elections  ;  and  next  that  the  working-men  of  England,  find¬ 
ing  themselves  in  a  full  majority  of  the  whole  constituency,  will  awake  to  a 
full  sense  of  their  power,  and  say,  “We  can  do  better  for  ourselves.  Don’t 
let  us  any  longer  be  cajoled  at  elections.  Let  us  set  up  shop  for  ourselves. 
We  have  objects  to  carry  as  well  as  our  neighbours,  and  let  us  unite  to  carry 
those  objects.  We  have  the  machinery.  We  have  our  trades’  unions.  We 
have  our  leaders  ready.  We  have  the  power  of  combination  as  we  have  shown 
over  and  over  again,  and  when  we  have  a  prize  to  fight  for  we  will  bring  it  to 
bear  with  tenfold  more  force  than  ever  before.”  ’ 

These  are  the  sentiments  which,  uttered  in  my  hearing, 
were  received  with  enthusiastic  approbation  by  the  great 
body  of  the  Tory  party  and  by  the  supporters  of  the  present 
Government.  Observe  what  it  really  means.  It  is  that 
voters  now  between  20 1.  rental  and  10 1.  are  so  had  that  if 
you  go  lower  something  like  ruin  will  ensue.  That  there 
will  he  more  venality,  ignorance,  and  drunkenness ;  and  then, 
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speaking  to  the  House  of  Commons— in  which  the  landed  pro¬ 
prietors,  or  the  bulk  of  them,  have  always  acted  as  a  general 
trades'  union,  where  they  raised  the  price  of  bread  and 
diminished  the  size  of  the  loaf  as  long  as  the  people  would  let 
them — he  says  there  will  be  combinations  of  working-men  for 
their  special  objects,  and  therefore — mind,  this  is  his  conclu¬ 
sion — shut  them  out  for  ever ;  bolt  the  door ;  say,  loudly  and 
boldly,  you,  the  Parliament  of  England,  to  the  5,000,000  or 
6, 000,000  men  who  have  now  no  vote,  and  whom  we  pretend 
to  represent,  ‘  No  one  of  you  who  cannot  pay  a  rental  of 
10/.  shall  ever  speak  by  his  direct  representative  within  the 
walls  of  this  House/  That  is  the  policy  which  Mr.  Lowe 
recommends.  It  is  not  important  at  all  because  Mr.  Lowe 
recommends  it.  It  is  important  only  because  it  has  been 
accepted  and  approved  by  the  great  Tory  party  in  Parliament. 
However,  I  say — I  who  am  charged  with  designs  against  the 
safety  of  the  institutions  of  this  country — I  say  it  is  a 
dangerous  policy — a  policy  which  enforced  in  other  countries 
has  done  great  things.  Through  it  crowns  and  coronets 
have  sometimes  been  lost,  and  I  am  not  sure  that  it  is  a 
policy  which  can  be  safely  maintained  with  us. 

I  asked  one  of  the  most  intelligent  and  excellent  French¬ 
men  with  whom  I  am  accpiainted,  one  of  the  most  confi¬ 
dential  friends  of  the  dynasty  of  Louis  Philippe  and  of  the 
Orleans  family,  what  it  was  that  drove  that  family  from 
France,  and  I  referred  to  stories  of  corruption  among  ministers 
and  other  things  which  had  been  circulated  in  public  and  in 
private.  He  said  :  f  None  of  these  things  did  it.  It  was  the 
attempt  of  the  King  to  govern  France  by  a  parliament  that 
represented  an  insignificant  minority  of  the  people,  and  which 
parliament  he  thought  he  could  perpetually  manage  by 
a  judicious  distribution  of  patronage/  On  the  principle  of 
governing  this  country  by  a  Parliament  elected  by  an  insigni¬ 
ficant  minority  of  the  people,  Lord  Derby  comes  into  office, 
and  judging  from  the  speeches  and  the  votes  of  the  last 
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session  of  Parliament,  his  party  intends  as  long*  as  possible 
to  govern  upon  that  principle  and  that  policy. 

Working-men  in  this  hall,  I  wish  my  voice  had  been  loud 
enough  to  have  said  what  I  am  about  to  say  to  the  vast  multi¬ 
tude  which  we  looked  on  this  day ;  but  I  say  it  to  them 
through  the  press,  and  to  all  the  working-men  of  this  king¬ 
dom,  I  say  that  the  accession  to  office  of  Lord  Derby  is 
a  declaration  of  war  against  the  working-classes.  The  course 
taken  in  London  the  other  day  by  the  police,  and  it  had 
almost  been  by  the  military,  is  an  illustration  of  the  doctrines 
and  the  principles  of  the  Derby  administration.  They  reckon 
nothing  of  the  Constitution  of  their  country  —  a  Constitution 
which  has  no  more  regard  to  the  Crown  or  to  the  aristocracy 
than  it  has  to  the  people— a  Constitution  which  regards  the 
House  of  Commons,  fairly  representing  all  the  nation,  as 
important  a  part  of  the  governmental  system  of  this  kingdom 
as  either  the  House  of  Lords  or  the  Throne  itself.  If  they  thus 
despise  the  Constitution  they  likewise  despise  the  claims  of 
five  or  six  millions  who  are  unrepresented.  You  may  work,  you 
may  pay  taxes,  you  may  serve  in  the  army,  and  fight ;  seventy 
thousand  or  more  of  your  brethren  are  now  living  under  the 
burning  sun  of  India,  and  twice  as  many  more  are  serving  in 
the  ranks  in  different  parts  of  the  world ;  and  you,  the  great 
body  of  the  people  from  whom  these  men  are  drawn,  are  not 
considered  worthy  to  do  so  simple  an  act  as  to  give  a  vote  in 
your  great  town  for  your  present  or  any  future  Members. 
You  are  to  have  no  vote,  no  share  in  the  government;  the 
country  you  live  in  is  not  to  be  your  country.  You  are  like  the 
Coolies  or  the  Chinese  who  are  imported  into  the  West  Indies 
or  California.  You  are  to  work,  but  you  are  not  to  take  root 
in  the  country,  or  to  consider  the  country  as  your  country; 
and,  worse  than  all  this,  in  addition  to  this  refusal  of  the 
commonest  right  of  the  Constitution,  you  are  insulted  by  the 
cheers  which  a  great  party  have  given  to  the  language  which 
I  have  read  to  you  to-night.  You  are  to  be  told  that  you  are 
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so  ignorant  and  so  venal,  so  drunken,  so  impulsive,  so  unre¬ 
flecting,  and  so  disorderly,  that  it  is  not  even  safe  to  skim  off 
as  it  were  the  very  cream  of  you  to  the  number  of  1 16,000,  or 
it  may  be  of  204,000,  and  to  admit  them  to  a  vote  for  Members 
of  the  House  of  Commons. 

This  is  the  Tory  theory.  This  is  the  faith  of  Lord  Derby 
and  his  party,  and  I  maintain  that  I  am  not  saying  a  word 
that  is  an  exaggeration  of  the  truth,  for  I  have  heard  that 
party  over  and  over  again  vociferously  cheer  sentiments  such 
as  I  have  described.  The  Government  which  has  been  over¬ 
turned  was  a  very  different  Government.  Lord  Russell  had 
no  fear  of  freedom.  He  could  much  more  easily  be  persuaded 
to  give  up,  and  he  would  much  more  willingly  abandon  for 
ever  the  name  of  Russell  than  he  would  give  up  his  hereditary 
love  of  freedom.  The  Government,  which  was  led  by  Earl 
Russell  in  one  House  and  by  Mr.  Gladstone  in  the  other,  was 
founded  and  acted  upon  the  principle  of  trust  and  confidence 
in  the  people.  Some  said  there  was  not  much  difference 
between  the  Derby  Government  and  the  Russell  Government. 
Lord  Derby  asked  Lord  Clarendon  to  take  office  in  his 
Government.  There  was  something  charming  in  the  very 
audacity  of  Lord  Derby^s  effrontery.  Lord  Clarendon  was 
an  eminent  Minister  of  the  Government  that  brought  in 
a  Bill  which  the  Tory  party  declared  to  be  subversive  of  the 
Constitution ;  and  Lord  Derby  asks  Lord  Clarendon  to  keep 
the  Foreign  Office  in  the  new  Government ! 

The  Government  of  Lord  Derby  in  the  House  of  Commons 
sitting  all  in  a  row  reminds  me  very  much  of  a  number  of 
amusing  and  ingenious  gentlemen  whom  I  dare  say  some  of 
yon  have  seen  and  listened  to.  I  mean  the  Christy  Minstrels. 
The  Christy  Minstrels,  if  I  am  not  misinformed,  are,  when 
they  are  clean-washed,  white  men ;  but  they  come  before  the 
audience  as  black  as  the  blackest  negroes,  and  by  this  trans¬ 
formation  it  is  expected  that  their  jokes  and  songs  will  be 
more  amusing.  The  Derby  minstrels  pretend  to  be  Liberal 
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and  white;  but  the  fact  is  if  you  come  nearer  and  examine 
them  closely  you  will  find  them  to  be  just  as  black  and  curly 
as  the  Tories  have  ever  been.  I  do  not  know,  and  I  will 
not  pretend  to  say,  which  of  them  it  is  that  plays  the  banjo 
and  which  the  bones.  But  I  have  no  doubt  that,  in  their 
manoeuvres  to  keep  in  office  during  the  coming  session,  we  shall 
know  something  more  about  them  than  we  do  at  present;  they 
are  in  point  of  fact,  when  they  pretend  to  he  Liberal,  mere 
usurpers  and  impostors.  Their  party  will  not  allow  them  to 
he  Liberal,  and  they  exist  only  upon  the  principle  upon  which 
they  have  acted  in  all  their  past  history,  of  resisting  and  re¬ 
jecting  every  proposition  of  a  Liberal  character  that  has  been 
submitted  to  them . 

What  is  this  Derby  principle  of  shutting  out  more  than 
five-sixths  of  all  the  people  from  the  exercise  of  constitutional 
rights  ?  If  any  of  you  take  ship  to  Canada  you  will  find  the 
Derby  principle  utterly  repudiated.  But  in  Canada  there  is 
no  riprooting  of  institutions,  and  no  destruction  of  property, 
and  there  is  no  absence  of  order  or  of  loyalty.  If  you  go  to 
Australia  you  will  find  there  that  the  Derby  principle  is  un¬ 
known,  and  yet  there  reigns  order  as  in  this  country,  and 
contentment  with  the  institutions  of  the  colonies,  and  a  re¬ 
gard  for  law  and  property.  If  you  go  to  those  greatest  and 
most  glorious  colonies  of  this  country,  the  United  States  of 
America,  there  you  find  a  people  exhibiting  all  the  virtues 
which  belong  to  the  greatest  nations  on  the  face  of  the  earth ; 
there  you  find  a  people  passing  through  a  great  war  and  a 
great  revolution  with  a  conduct  and  success,  with  a  gene¬ 
rosity  and  a  magnanimity  which  have  attracted  and  aroused 
the  admiration  of  the  world.  And  if  you  go  to  Europe,  you 
find  in  the  Republic  of  Switzerland,  in  the  kingdoms  of 
Holland  and  Belgium,  in  Norway  and  Sweden,  in  France,  and 
now  you  are  about  to  witness  it  in  Germany,  a  wide  extension 
of  the  franchise,  hitherto  in  this  country,  in  our  time,  un¬ 
known  ;  and  neither  emperor,  king,  nor  noble  believes  that  his 


1866. 


REFORM.  VIII. 


195 


authority  or  his  interests,  or  the  greatness  or  happiness  of  any 
one  of  those  countries,  will  be  jeopardised  by  the  free  admission 
of  the  people  to  constitutional  rights.  In  Germany,  the  vote 
is  to  be  given  to  every  man  of  twenty-five  years  of  age  and 
upwards.  Let  them  propose  to  do  the  same  here,  and  then  we 
shall  not  be  in  advance  of  the  great  State  of  North  Germany 
which  is  now  being  established.  But  what  is  it  we  are 
coming  to  in  this  country  ?  To  this,  that  the  thing  which  is 
being  rapidly  accepted  in  almost  all  parts  of  the  world  is 
being  persistently  and  obstinately  refused  here  in  England, 
the  home  of  freedom,  the  mother  of  parliaments.  For  in  this 
England,  five  millions  of  grown  men,  representing  more  than 
twenty  millions  of  our  population,  are  to  be  permanently 
denied  that  which  makes  the  only  difference  between  despotism 
and  freedom  all  the  world  over. 

I  venture  to  say  that  this  cannot  last  very  long.  How  do 
we  stand  at  this  moment?  The  noble  and  illustrious  Lady 
who  sits  upon  the  throne — she  whose  gentle  hand  wields  the 
sceptre  over  that  wide  empire  of  which  we  are  the  heart  and 
centre — she  was  not  afraid  of  the  Franchise  Bill  which  the 
Government  introduced  last  session.  Seven  times,  I  think,  by 
her  own  lips  or  by  her  pen  she  has  recommended  to  Parliament 
the  admission  of  a  large  number  of  working-men  to  the  Par¬ 
liamentary  franchise.  If  this  proposition  was  destructive, 
would  not  the  Queen  discover  that  fact  ?  If  the  Bill  of  the 
last  session  had  been  a  pernicious  Bill,  would  the  thirty  millions 
of  people  of  the  United  Kingdom  not  have  been  able  to  pro¬ 
duce  one  single  public  meeting  in  condemnation  of  it?  The 
middle  class  in  our  towns  are  by  a  vast  majority  in  favour  of 
it.  All  the  middle  class  of  Birmingham  have  sympathised 
with  the  great  proceedings  of  this  day,  and  I  doubt  not  that 
by-and-bye  we  shall  see  in  the  populous  districts  of  Lancashire 
and  Yorkshire  assemblies  rivalling  those  which  have  been  held 
in  London  and  Birmingham.  And  if  we  go  to  the  House  of 
Commons — that  House  elected  so  much  by  landlord  compulsion 
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in  the  counties,  and  by  corruption,  intimidation,  and  tumult  in 
the  boroughs,  what  do  we  find  ?  Do  not  suppose  that  I  am 
charging-  that  House  of  Commons  with  faults  that  it  does  not 
itself  understand  and  acknowledge  : — have  you  read  the  report 
of  the  proceedings  at  the  Commission  for  Yarmouth  ?  Did  you 
read  that  a  late  Member  for  that  borough  is  said  to  have  spent 
70,000 1.  to  maintain  his  seat  ?  Did  you  read  that  one  gentle¬ 
man,  an  inferior  partner  in  a  brewery,  contributed  4,000/.  for 
the  election  of  his  partner,  and  that  another  gentleman,  know¬ 
ing  nothing  of  that  borough,  went  down  there  and  supplied 
6,000/.  to  fight  a  contest  spread  only  over  a  few  days  ?  And 
remember  that  when  Yarmouth  or  any  other  borough  is  thus 
brought  before  the  public  it  is  only  a  sample  of  a  very  consider¬ 
able  sack — and  that  for  every  borough  which  is  thus  exposed 
there  are  probably  ten  or  twenty  other  boroughs  which  are 
to  a  very  large  extent  liable  to  the  very  same  condemnation. 
Notwithstanding  this,  if  we  go  to  the  House  of  Commons,  we 
find  the  Parliament  of  England  at  this  moment  about  equally 
divided,  and  that  half  the  House  was  in  favour  of  the  late  Bill. 
If  that  be  so,  what  is  wanted  in  this  poising  and  balancing  of 
the  scale  ?  It  only  wants  this,  that  the  working-men  of 
England  should  heartily  throw  their  influence  into  that  side 
which  is  for  their  interests,  and  that  side  will  prevail. 

You  know  I  have  preferred  that  the  franchise  should  be 
established  upon  what  I  consider  to  be  the  ancient  practice  of 
the  country.  I  am  not  afraid  of  the  principles  of  the  Reform 
Leag-ue.  I  have  no  fear  of  manhood  suffrage,  and  no  man  is 
more  a  friend  of  the  ballot  than  I  am.  It  is  a  great  cause 
which  is  offered  to  your  notice  to-night.  It  is  a  grand  and 
noble  flag  under  which  you  are  asked  to  enlist  youi’selves. 
What  I  would  recommend  you  to  do  is  this — and  I  imagine 
myself  at  this  moment  to  be  speaking  in  the  ear  of  every 
intelligent,  sober,  and  thoughtful  working-man  in  the  three 
kingdoms — let  us  try  to  move  on  together ;  let  us  not  split 
hairs  on  this  question;  let  us  do  as  our  fathers  did  thirty-four 
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years  ago  ;  let  us  have  associations  everywhere  ;  let  every 
workshop  and  factory  he  a  Reform  Association  ;  let  there  be  in 
every  one  of  them  a  correspondent,  or  a  secretary,  who  shall 
enrol  members  and  assist  this  great  and  noble  cause.  I  would 
recommend  that  the  passages  I  have  read  from  that  celebrated 
and  unhappy  speech  should  be  printed  upon  cards,  and  should 
be  hung  up  in  every  room  in  every  factory,  workshop,  and 
clubhouse,  and  in  every  place  where  working-men  are  accus¬ 
tomed  to  assemble.  Let  us  rouse  the  spirit  of  the  people 
against  these  slanderers  of  a  great  and  noble  nation. 

There  will  soon  come  another  election.  The  work ino1- men 

O 

may  not  be  able  to  vote,  but  they  can  form  themselves  into 
a  powerful  body,  and  they  can  throw  their  influence  in  every 
borough  on  the  side  of  the  candidates  who  pledge  themselves 
to  the  question  of  Reform.  If  they  do  this,  you  may  depend 
upon  it  they  will  change  many  seats,  and  give  a  certain 
majority  for  Reform  in  the  next  Parliament.  It  may  be 
necessary  and  desirable  to  meet  Parliament  again  with 
petitions  from  all  parts  of  the  country,  signed  by  numberless 
names.  There  is  no  effort  which  the  Constitution,  which 
morality  permits  us  to  use,  that  we  should  leave  unused  and 
unmade  for  the  purpose  of  furthering  this  great  cause;  and 
let  us  be  sure  of  this,  that  we  demand  only  that  the  question 
of  Reform  shall  be  dealt  with  by  a  Government  honestly  in 
favour  of  Reform. 

The  Address  which  has  been  presented  to  me  has  referred  to 
1833.  I  remember  that  time  well.  My  young  heart  then 
was  stirred  with  the  trumpet-blast  that  sounded  from  your 
midst.  There  was  no  part  of  this  kingdom  where  your  voice 
was  not  heard.  Let  it  sound  again.  Stretch  out  your  hands 
to  your  countrymen  in  every  part  of  the  three  kingdoms,  and 
ask  them  to  join  you  in  a  great  and  righteous  effort  on  behalf 
of  that  freedom  which  has  been  so  long  the  boast  of  English¬ 
men,  but  which  the  majority  of  Englishmen  have  never  yet 
possessed.  I  shall  esteem  it  an  honour  which  my  words  cannot 
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describe,  and  which  even  in  thought  I  cannot  measure,  if 
the  population  which  I  am  permitted  to  represent  should  do 
its  full  duty  in  the  great  struggle  which  is  before  us.  Re¬ 
member  the  great  object  for  which  we  strive.  Care  not  for 
calumnies  and  lies.  Our  object  is  this — to  restore  the  British 
constitution  in  all  its  fulness,  with  all  its  freedom,  to  the 
British  people. 


REFORM. 

IX. 


GLASGOW,  OCTOBER  16,  1866. 

[On  the  1 6th  of  October,  1866,  a  procession  of  many  thousands  of  the  friends 
of  Reform  passed  through  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Glasgow,  and  formed  in 
a  great  meeting  on  Glasgow  Green.  The  numbers  present  have  been 
variously  estimated,  but  it  seemed  as  if  nearly  all  the  male  population  of  the 
city  were  there.  In  the  evening  a  great  meeting  was  held  in  the  City  Hall, 
and  Mr.  Bright  was  presented  with  an  Address,  in  answer  to  which  this 
speech  was  spoken.] 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  Citizens  of  no  mean  City, — I  accept 
this  Address  which  has  been  read  in  your  hearing1  and  pre¬ 
sented  to  me,  with  a  feeling  of  deep  gratitude  to  those  who 
have  expressed  such  friendly  feelings  towards  me,  hut  with 
a  deep  anxiety  when  I  consider  the  intent  and  purport  of 
the  document.  I  am  consoled  by  regarding  it  as  in  some 
degree  a  compact  or  covenant  entered  into  to-night  by  you 
and  those  whom  you  represent,  with  me  and  those  whom 
I  may  be  supposed  in  some  degree  to  represent,  and  that 
we  covenant  together  that  whatsoever  is  moral  for  us  to  do 
we  engage  to  do  in  the  prosecution  of  that  great  cause  which 
has  stirred  the  heart  of  Glasgow  to-day.  I  can  do  but 
little — any  one  man  can  do  but  little;  but  you  in  your  vast 
numbers  can  do  much,  by  uniting  with  numbers,  not  smallei, 
in  other  parts  of  the  kingdom. 
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I  have  a  strong  sense  that  the  day  is  fast  appioaching 
which  will  see  the  triumph  of  our  cause,  and  I  think  he  must 
be  blind  and  foolish  indeed  who  is  not  willing  to  admit  that 
it  is  a  great  issue  which  is  now  submitted  to  the  people  of 
the  United  Kingdom.  Gatherings  of  scores  of  thousands 
of  men,  extending  from  south  to  north,  must  have  some  great 
cause.  Men  do  not  leave  their  daily  labour,  the  necessary 
occupations  of  their  lives,  thus  to  meet,  unless  they  believe 
that  there  is  some  great  question  submitted  to  them  in  which 
they  have  a  deep  and  overpowering  interest.  And  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  this — Whether  in  future  the  government  and  the 
legislation  of  this  country  shall  be  conducted  by  a  privileged 
class  in  a  sham  Parliament,  or  on  the  principles  of  the  consti¬ 
tution  of  the  nation,  through  its  representatives,  fairly  and 
freely  chosen  ? 

There  are  persons  who  will  think  that  I  am  speaking 
harshly  of  the  existing  Parliament.  Some  probably  in  this 
meeting  may  think  that  Mr.  Beales  was  indiscriminate  in 
the  term  which  he  used  when  he  spoke  of  our  representation 
as  being  steeped  in  corruption ;  but  I  am  certain  that  if  the 
representation  of  this  country  existed  in  any  other  country, 
and  that  its  details  were  explained  to  Englishmen,  there  are  not 
five  Englishmen  within  the  bounds  of  England,  or  five  Britons 
within  the  bounds  of  this  island,  who  would  not  admit  that  the 
language  he  has  applied  to  the  Parliament  was  correct. 

What  we  charge  against  the  Parliament  is  this — that  it 
is  chosen  from  constituencies  not  only  so  small  that  they 
do  not  and  cannot  adequately  represent  the  nation,  but  from 
constituencies  so  small  as  to  be  influenced  by  corruption,  and 
by  all  kinds  of  motives  that  are  neither  national  nor  patriotic. 
In  our  boroughs,  for  example,  the  numbers  for  the  most  part 
are  very  small.  There  are,  I  think,  254  boroughs  in  the 
United  Kingdom,  but  there  are  only  54  of  these  that  possess 
a  constituency  of  2,000  electors  and  upwards,  large  and  fair 
constituencies  being  always  the  exception.  In  Scotland, 
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your  borough  constituencies,  though  not  generally  very  large, 
are  larger  than  those  in  England,  and  to  your  honour  it  must 
be  said  that  they  are  far  more  incorrupt  than  English  consti¬ 
tuencies.  In  the  counties  the  freeholders — those  who  hold 
land  for  cultivation — are  constantly  diminishing  in  numbers, 
and  that  portion  of  the  constituencies  which  is  not  composed 
of  freeholders  is  composed  of  tenant-farmers — the  most  de¬ 
pendent  class  of  occupiers,  probably,  in  the  nation. 

But  now,  let  me  point  to  one  or  two  facts  which  should 
sink  deep  in  the  minds  of  all  men.  Out  of  every  hun¬ 
dred  grown  men  in  the  United  Kingdom  eighty-four  have 
no  votes.  Those  eighty-four  might  just  as  well,  for  all 
purposes  of  constitutional  government,  so  far  as  they  are 
directly  concerned — those  eighty-four  might  as  well  live  in 
Russia,  where  there  is  no  electoral  system  of  government, 
or  in  those  other  countries,  now  very  few  indeed,  in  which 
Parliaments  and  representations  are  unknown.  If  it  be  the 
fact  that  only  sixteen  men  out  of  every  hundred  have  votes, 
it  is  also  the  fact  that  those  sixteen  are  so  arranged,  and 
so  placed,  that  their  representation  is  in  reality  almost  entirely 
destroyed.  If  the  electors  were  fairly  divided  amongst  all  the 
Members,  there  would  be  nearly  2,000  electors  to  every  Mem¬ 
ber  ;  but  what  is  the  state  of  things  ?  It  is  this,  that  one- 
third  of  the  House  of  Commons,  or  220  Members,  are  actually 
elected  by  70,000  votes — that  is  to  say,  that  220  Members 
of  the  House  of  Commons  are  chosen  by  a  number  of  men 
scattered  over  the  country,  who  are  fewer  by  almost  one-half 
than  the  number  of  grown  men  in  this  city  of  Glasgow  alone. 
And  further,  one-half  of  the  House  of  Commons  is  chosen  by 
about  180,000  electors,  being  only  one-seventh  of  the  whole 
number  of  electors,  and  much  below  the  number  of  men  who 
are  to  be  found  in  the  cities  of  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow. 
And  if  we  come  to  that  great  event  which  excites  so  much 
interest,  but  which  is  generally  of  so  little  value — a  general 
election — we  find,  I  believe,  that  not  more  than  10  in  100, 


202 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


OCT.  16 


not  more  than  ten  per  cent,  of  the  whole  grown-up  male 
population  of  the  United  Riogdom,  ever  come  to  the  poll  and 
give  their  vote  for  the  election  of  a  new  Parliament. 

With  regard  to  a  general  election,  some  of  you  have  read, 
and  many  of  you  know  something  of  the  cost  and  corruption 
of  a  general  election.  I  will  give  you  one  instance  and  one 
proof  of  it.  It  has  been  my  opinion  all  along  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  Government  of  Lord  Russell,  after  the  defeat 
of  their  Reform  Bill  during  the  last  session,  to  have  dissolved 
the  Parliament.  I  have  no  reason  to  disbelieve  what  is 
asserted,  that  Lord  Russell  himself  was  of  that  opinion.  But 
a  general  election  was  a  burden  which  the  Members  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  did  not  wish  to  hear.  I  was  speaking  to  a  Member  of 
the  Government  on  this  question  about  the  time  when  the 
resignation  of  the  late  Government  was  just  about  to  be 
submitted  to  the  Queen,  and  I  was  telling  him  that  I  thought 
the  true  policy,  the  constitutional  policy,  of  the  Government 
was  to  dissolve  the  Parliament.  A  portion  of  his  answer  was 
this : — A  Member  who  sits  on  our  side  of  the  House  had 
spoken  to  him  about  it.  He  said,  f  My  election  has  already 
cost  me  9,000 V — and  he  added,  ‘  I  have,  besides,  3,000 1. 
more  to  pay/  He  said  further,  what  was  very  reasonable, 
that  this  was  a  heavy  burden,  that  it  was  grievous  to  be 
borne,  that  it  put  him  to  exceeding  inconvenience,  and,  if  the 
Parliament  were  dissolved,  he  could  not  afford  to  fight  his 
county  or  his  borough,  as  the  case  might  be,  but  would  be 
obliged  to  retire  from  the  field,  and  leave  the  contest,  if  there 
should  be  a  contest,  to  some  one  else.  You  will  believe,  then, 
that  the  Government  were  greatly  pressed  by  this  considera¬ 
tion  ;  and  this  consideration,  added,  it  may  be,  to  others, 
induced  them  to  resign  office  rather  than  to  dissolve  Parlia¬ 
ment.  Thus  you  have  a  proof  that  whereas  general  corrup¬ 
tion  and  putridity  are  the  destruction  of  most  bodies  which 
they  affect,  the  corruption  of  the  present  Parliament  was,  and 
is,  the  cause  of  its  present  existence. 
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Now  bear  in  mind  that  this  state  of  things  which  I  have 
been  describing  obtains  at  the  present  moment,  thirty-four 
years  after  the  passing  of  the  great  Reform  Bill.  What  the 
Government  must  have  been  before  that  Bill  was  passed  it 
is  scarcely  possible  to  describe  or  to  imagine ;  but  I  have  no 
doubt  of  this,  that  it  was  one  of  the  worst  Governments  in 
civilized  countries,  and  in  Europe ;  and  I  think  this  may  be 
fairly  argued  from  the  fact  of  the  incessant  wars  in  which  the 
country  was  engaged  for  150  years  before  that  Reform;  from 
the  enormous  debt  that  was  created;  from  the  crushing1  taxes 
that  were  fixed  upon  the  people;  and,  worse  almost  than  that, 
from  that  most  infamous  law  which  ever  passed  a  Parliament 
ol  civilized  men — the  law  which  limited  the  supply  of  bread 
to  the  people. 

Now,  if  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Commons  were  placed  at 
Temple  Bar,  and  if  he  had  orders  to  tap  upon  the  shoulder 
every  well-dressed  and  apparently  cleanly- washed  man  who 
passed  through  that  ancient  bar,  until  he  had  numbered  six 
hundred  and  fifty-eight ;  and  if  the  Crown  summoned  these 
six  hundred  and  fifty-eight  to  be  the  Parliament  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  my  honest  conviction  is  that  you  would 
have  a  better  Parliament  than  now  exists.  This  assertion 
will  stagger  some  timid  and  some  good  men;  but  let  me 
explain  myself  to  you.  It  would  be  a  Parliament,  every 
member  of  which  would  have  no  direct  constituency,  but  it 
would  be  a  Parliament  that  would  act  as  a  jury  that  would 
take  some  heed  of  the  facts  and  arguments  laid  before  it.  It 
would  be  free,  at  any  rate,  from  the  class  prejudices  which 
weigh  upon  the  present  House  of  Commons.  It  would  be 
free  from  the  overshadowing  presence  of  what  are  called  noble 
families.  It  would  owe  no  allegiance  to  great  landowners, 
and  I  hope  it  would  have  fewer  men  amongst  it  seeking  their 
own  gains  by  entering  Parliament. 

With  the  Parliament  which  we  have  now  and  have  had, 
facts  and  arguments  go  for  very  little.  Take  that  question  to 
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which  I  have  referred,  of  limiting  the  supply  of  bread  to  the 
people.  The  Corn-law  was  on  the  Statute-book  for  thirty- 
one  years — sixteen  years  before  the  Reform  Bill,  and  fifteen 
years  after  the  passing  of  that  Bill — hut  from  the  first  hour 
of  its  enactment  until  the  hour  of  its  destruction  the  facts  and 
the  arguments  against  it  were  equally  clear  and  equally  con¬ 
clusive.  They  would  not  be  convinced  though  one  arose  from 
the  dead,  and  that  which  convinced  them  at  last  was  the 
occurrence  of  a  great  famine  in  Ireland,  which  destroyed  or 
drove  from  the  country  hundreds  of  thousands  of  the  citizens 
of  the  empire.  I  maintain  with  the  most  perfect  conviction 
that  the  House  of  Commons,  representing  as  it  now  does 
counties  and  boroughs  such  as  I  have  described,  does  not 
represent  the  intelligence  and  the  justice  of  the  nation,  hut 
the  prejudices,  the  privileges,  and  the  selfishness  of  a  class. 

What  are  the  results  of  this  system  of  legislation  ?  Some 
of  them  have  been  touched  upon  in  that  Address  which  has 
been  so  kindly  presented  to  me.  You  refer  to  the  laws  affect¬ 
ing  land.  Are  you  aware  of  a  fact  which  I  saw  stated  the 
other  day  in  an  essay  on  this  subject — that  half  the  land  of 
England  is  in  the  possession  of  fewer  than  one  hundred  and 
fifty  men  ?  Are  you  aware  of  the  fact  that  half  the  land  in 
Scotland  is  in  the  possession  of  not  more  than  ten  or  twelve 
men  ?  Are  you  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  monopoly  in  land 
in  the  United  Kingdom  is  growing  constantly  more  and  more 
close?  And  the  result  of  it  is  this — the  gradual  extirpation 
of  the  middle-class  as  owners  of  land,  and  the  constant 
degradation  of  the  tillers  of  the  soil.  Take  a  matter  about 
which  many  Scotch  farmers  know  something  —  take  the 
perpetual  grievance  of  the  game-laws.  In  the  House  of 
Commons  that  question  can  scarcely  he  discussed.  The  landed 
interest,  as  it  did  in  the  late  cattle-plague  debate,  tramples 
down  Government  and  borough  Members  and  everybody  and 
everything  that  thwarts  their  inclination.  Take  the  general 
— I  am  sorry  to  say  the  too  general — subserviency  of  the 
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tenant-farmers  in  the  matter  of  elections  in  your  country— in 
Scotland.  I  entertain  the  hope  that  you  will  lead  the  way 
to  the  deliverance  of  the  farmers  from  this  slavery.  In  the 
last  elections  for  Kincardineshire  and  for  Aberdeenshire,  the 
tenant-farmers  have  taken  the  politics  of  those  counties  into 
their  own  hands.  I  hope,  and  I  believe,  that  the  tenant- 
farmers  of  Scotland — the  most  enlightened  agriculturists  that 
live,  on  the  face  of  the  earth -I  hope  they,  with  perfect 
justice,  and  perfect  courtesy  to  their  landowners,  will  still 
exert  their  legitimate  and  right  influence  in  the  election  of 
Members  for  the  counties  of  Scotland. 

But  take  — what  some  of  you  cannot  comprehend — take  the 
helpless  poverty  of  the  farm-labourers  in  the  southern  counties 
of  England.  Their  wages  are  very  low.  Their  helplessness 
is  extreme.  Their  power  to  deliver  themselves,  their  power 
to  combine,  seems  at  the  lowest  ebb.  Look  at  their  ignorance  ! 
A  friend  of  mine — a  Member  of  the  House  of  Commons,  who 
lives  within  six  miles  of  the  royal  town  and  castle  of 
Windsor,  told  me  only  the  other  day  that  he  knew  the  case 
ot  a  family  near  his  house  m  which  there  had  grown  up 
eleven  children,  not  one  of  whom  could  read  or  write  at  all. 
And  he  said  that  he  had  lately  had  in  his  employ  upon 
his  property  seven  men,  of  whom  four  could  neither  read 
nor  write,  two  of  them  could  read  most  imperfectly,  and  one 
of  them  could  read  and  write  about  as  well  as  the  other  two 
could  read.  Bear  in  mind  that  all  this  exists  within  six  miles 
of  the  royal  castle  of  Windsor.  It  exists  in  a  neighbourhood 
where  lords  and  squires  and  established  clergymen  swarm. 
Such  is  the  state  of  ignorance  of  that  population  at  this 
moment.  In  the  county  from  which  I  come,  girls  of  the  age 
of  from  fifteen  to  twenty  years  are  earning,  many  of  them,  I 
believe,  double  the  weekly  wages  of  the  able-bodied  farm- 
labourer,  the  head  and  father  of  a  family,  in  some  of  the 
south-western  counties  of  England.  But  what  must  be  the 
ignorance  of  that  population,  that  when  such  wages  are 
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offering  to  them  in  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  they  scarcely 
hear  of  them !  They  seem  to  have  no  aspiration  to  better 
their  condition,  and  there  is  no  sensible  emigration  from 
these  wretched  counties  to  the  more  prosperous  counties  of 
the  north. 

Your  Address  refers  to  pauperism — the  gulf  of  pauperism. 
In  the  United  Kingdom  at  this  moment  there  are  more  than 
i,aoo,ooo  paupers.  The  pauperism  of  the  United  Kingdom 
last  year— and  it  will  not  cost  less,  I  believe,  this  year  cost 
the  rate-payers — those  who  pay  taxes  for  the  relief  of  the  pool 
— more  than  seven  and  a  half  millions  sterling,  and  this  does 
not  include  the  cost  of  many  thousands  of  vagrants  who  also 
come  occasionally  under  the  name  of  paupers.  Now  look,  I 
beg  of  you,  to  this  mass  of  misery.  It  is  so  great  a  mass  that 
benevolence  cannot  reach  it.  If  benevolence  could  do  it, 
there  would  be  no  pauperism  in  England,  for  in  no  country 
do  I  believe  that  there  is  more  benevolence  than  there  is  in 
the  United  Kingdom.  The  kindness  of  the  women  of  England 
is  beyond  all  measure  and  beyond  all  praise  of  mine.  There 
does  not  exist  among  created  heings,  beneath  the  angelic  ranks, 
those  who  are  more  kind  and  charitable  than  the  women  of 
the  United  Kingdom.  But  benevolence  can  touch  scarcely 
the  fringe  of  this  vast  disorder.  There  is  another  virtue  we 
could  add,  and  that  virtue  and  that  quality  is  justice.  It  is 
not  benevolence  but  justice  that  can  deal  with  giant  evils.  It 
was  not  benevolence  that  gave  the  people  bread  twenty  years 
ago,  but  it  was  justice  embodied  in  the  abolition  of  a  cruel 
and  a  guilty  law.  But  justice  is  impossible  from  a  class. 
It  is  most  certain  and  easy  from  a  nation ;  and  I  believe  we 
can  only  reach  the  depths  of  ignorance  and  misery  and  crime 
in  this  country  by  an  appeal  to  the  justice,  the  intelligence, 
and  the  virtues  of  the  entire  people. 

That  Address  has  mentioned  another  question — the  question 
of  your  national  expenditure,  of  your  army  and  navy;  and 
I  will  state  only  one  fact  with  regard  to  the  navy.  I  believe 
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since  the  great  war,  since  1815,  that  the  navy  of  this  country 
has  cost  more  than  four  hundred  millions  sterling.  I  believe 
that  during  the  last  six  years  it  has  cost  as  much  as  the 
United  States  navy  during  the  same  time  :  we  have  been  in 
a  condition  of  profound  peace;  the  United  States  have  had  to 
build  or  buy  six  hundred  ships,  to  man  them,  to  furnish  them 
with  munitions  of  war,  and  to  fig’ht  them  during  the  greatest 
struggle  that  any  nation  ever  waged.  And  yet  at  this 
moment,  after  spending  so  much,  we  have  Sir  John  Pakington, 
the  great  reconstructor,  coming  into  office,  and  promising,  not 
to  extend  the  liberties  of  the  people,  but  to  reconstruct  a  navy 
on  which  such  enormous  and  countless  sums  have  already 
been  sunk. 

Then,  take  the  taxes.  Something  has  been  done  to  make 
the  taxes  more  equal;  but  take  the  taxes  which  are  levied 
under  the  name  of  probate  and  legacy  and  succession  duties ; 
and  I  will  give  you  a  case  which  it  is  just  possible  you 
have  heard  before  from  my  lips.  A  Member  of  the  House  of 
Commons — at  least  he  was  so  when  he  gave  me  this  fact, 
though  I  am  sorry  to  say  he  is  not  one  now — a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Commons  told  me  he  had  had  left  to  him  by  a  person 
not  related  to  him  by  blood  an  estate  in  land  worth  2 1 ,000/.  ; 
the  timber  upon  it  was  worth  11,000/.;  altogether  32,000/. 
The  tax,  when  the  property  is  left  to  a  person  who  is  not 
a  relation  of  the  man  who  leaves  it,  is  ten  per  cent. ;  the  tax 
therefore  on  32,000 /.  would  he  3,200/. ;  and  if  any  one  of 
you  received  a  legacy  like  that  in  cash,  in  shares,  in  ships, 
in  stock-in-trade,  in  any  of  those  things  which  are  not  lands 
and  houses,  he  would  pay  3,200/.  But  my  friend  receiving 
his  legacy  in  land,  and  the  timber  upon  it,  paid  just  700/. 
And  why  ?  For  this  reason  only,  that  the  law  was  made  by 
a  landed  and  propertied  Parliament,  and  the  owners  and 
inheritors  of  lands  and  houses  were  considered  specially 
worthy  of  its  regard. 

But  I  may  be  asked — and  no  doubt  some  man  who,  after 
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this  meetings  will  take  up  his  pen  to  write  a  criticism  on  my 
speech,  or  upon  this  meeting-,  will  ask — how  comes  it,  it 
Parliament  is  so  bad,  that  so  many  good  things  have  been 
done  by  Parliament  during  the  last  thirty  or  forty  years  ? 

I  acknowledge  that  good  things  have  been  done,  and  I  ought 
to  know,  because  I  have  been  concerned  in  the  doing  of  some 
of  them.  But  by  whom  were  they  done?  Mainly  by  that 
force  in  Parliament  which  is  sent  there  by  the  great  and  free 
borough  constituencies  of  the  kingdom.  The  Members  for 
the  great  towns — although  but  a  minority,  and  not  a  very 
large  minority — are  the  moving  force  by  which  these  good 
things  have  been  done.  It  has  not  been  the  policy  of  the 
Tories  to  do  good  things— and  I  have  seen  the  time  when  the 
"Whiffs  have  been  much  less  zealous  about  them  than  I  coidd 
have  wished.  They  have  sprung  from  the  people,  and  the 
people  have  carried  them.  What  there  has  been  of  real 
representation  in  Parliament  has  urged  these  measures  for¬ 
ward.  What  there  has  been  of  sham  representation  has 
uniformly  opposed  these  measures. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rich  people  of  a  country,  invested 
with  power,  and  speaking  generally  for  rich  people  alone, 
cannot  sufficiently  care  for  the  multitude  and  the  poor.  They 
are  personally  kind  enough,  but  they  do  not  care  for  the 
people  in  the  bulk.  They  have  read  a  passage  in  Holy  Writ 
that  c  The  poor  ye  have  always  with  you’ — and  therefore 
they  imagine  that  it  is  a  providential  arrangement  that  a 
small  section  of  the  people  should  be  rich  and  powerful,  and 
that  the  great  mass  of  the  people  should  be  hardworking  and 
poor.  It  is  a  long  distance  from  castles,  and  mansions,  and 
great  houses,  and  abounding  luxuries,  to  the  condition  of  the 
great  mass  of  the  people  who  have  no  property,  and  too  many 
of  whom  are  always  on  the  verge  of  poverty.  We  know  very 
well  all  of  us  how  much  we  are  influenced  by  the  immediate 
circumstances  by  which  we  are  surrounded.  The  rich  find 
everything  just  as  they  like.  The  country  needs  no  reform. 
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There  is  no  other  country  in  the  world  so  pleasant  for  rich 
people  as  this  country.  But  I  deny  altogether  that  the  rich 
alone  are  qualified  to  legislate  for  the  poor,  any  more  than  that 
the  poor  alone  would  he  qualified  to  legislate  for  the  rich.  My 
honest  belief  is,  that  if  we  could  he  all  called  upon  to  legislate 
for  all,  that  all  would  he  more  justly  treated,  and  would  be 
more  happy  than  we  are  now.  We  should  have  then  an 
average ;  we  should  have  the  influence  of  wealth  and  of  high 
culture,  and  of  those  qualities  that  come  from  leisure,  and 
the  influence  of  those  more  robust  qualities  that  come  from 
industry  and  from  labour. 

Suppose  now,  without  arguing  for  this  or  that  particular 
measure  of  Reform,  that  we  could  add  another  million  to 
the  existing  constituencies,  what  would  he  the  result?  We 
should  modify  the  constituencies.  Instead  of  the  people 
coming  to  the  hustings  at  the  nomination  and  holding  up 
their  hands  for  this  candidate  or  that,  and  having  for  the 
most  part  no  power  in  the  election,  the  inhabitants  of  the 
town  would  have  a  much  greater  power  than  they  have  now. 
The  constituency  would  be  less  open  to  management  than  it 
is  at  present;  majorities  on  one  side  or  the  other  would  be 
larger  and  less  open  to  corruption ;  and  we  should  have  Mem¬ 
bers  whose  opinions  and  whose  conduct  would  be  modified  by 
this  infusion  of  new  and  fresh  blood  into  the  constituencies 
which  send  them  to  Parliament.  We  should  do  this  further 
— we  should  bring  the  rich  and  the  great  more  into  contact 
with  the  people,  and  into  a  better  acquaintance  with  human 
wants  and  with  the  necessities  and  feelings  of  their  country¬ 
men.  What  other  thing  would  happen  ?  I  dare  venture  to 
assert  this,  that  Parliament  then  would  not  revile  and  slander 
the  people  as  it  does  now.  Nor  would  it  cheer  with  frantic 
violence  when  their  countrymen  are  described  in  hideous  and 
hateful  colours.  Probably  what  I  call  the  Botany  Bay  view 
of  their  countrymen  would  be  got  rid  of,  and  we  should  have 
a  sense  of  greater  justice  and  generosity  in  the  feeling  with 
VOL.  II.  p 
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which  they  regard  the  bulk  of  the  nation.  And  if  there  was 
more  knowledge  of  the  people,  there  would  assuredly  be  moie 
sympathy  with  them  ;  and  I  believe  the  legislation  of  the 
House,  being  more  in  accordance  with  the  public  sentiment, 
would  be  wiser  and  better  in  every  respect.  The  nation 
would  be  changed.  There  would  be  amongst  us  a  greater 
growth  of  everything  that  is  good. 

May  I  ask  if  there  are  any  ministers  of  religion  in  this 
audience?  I  have  sometimes  thought  that  I  should  like  to 
have  an  audience  of  four  or  five  thousand  of  them,  to  whom 
I  could  preach  a  political  sermon,  and  to  whom  I  could  tell 
something  which  I  fear  their  theological  schools  have  failed 
to  teach  them.  An  eminent  man  of  your  country,  the  late 
Dr.  Chalmers,  in  speaking’  of  the  question  of  free-trade,  and 
particularly  of  the  struggle  for  the  abolition  of  the  Corn-laws, 
uttered  some  memorable  words.  He  said  he  thought  there 
was  nothing  that  would  tend  so  much  to  sweeten  the  breath  of 
British  society  as  the  abolition  of  the  Corn-laws.  I  believe  now 
that  there  is  nothing  which  would  tend  so  much  to  sweeten 
the  breath  of  British  society  as  the  admission  of  a  large  and 
generous  number  of  the  working-classes  to  citizenship  and 
the  exercise  of  the  franchise.  Now,  if  my  words  should 
reach  the  ears  and  reach  the  heart  of  any  man  who  is 
interested  in  the  advancement  of  religion  in  this  country, 
I  ask  him  to  consider  whether  there  are  not  great  political 
obstacles  to  the  extension  of  civilization  and  morality  and 
religion  within  the  bounds  of  the  United  Kingdom.  We 
believe — these  ministers,  you,  and  I — we  believe  in  a  Supreme 
Ruler  of  the  Universe.  We  believe  in  His  omnipotence;  we 
believe  and  we  humbly  trust  in  His  mercy.  We  know  that 
the  strongest  argument  which  is  used  against  that  belief,  by 
those  who  reject  it,  is  an  argument  drawn  from  the  misery, 
and  the  helplessness,  and  the  darkness  of  so  many  of  our  race, 
even  in  countries  which  call  themselves  civilized  and  Christian. 
Is  not  that  the  fact?  If  I  believed  that  this  misery,  and 
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this  helplessness,  and  this  darkness  could  not  be  touched  or 
transformed,  I  myself  should  be  driven  to  admit  the  almost 
overwhelming  force  of  that  argument;  but  I  am  convinced 
that  just  laws,  and  an  enlightened  administration  of  them, 
would  change  the  face  of  the  country.  I  believe  that 
ignorance  and  suffering  might  be  lessened  to  an  incalculable 
extent,  and  that  many  an  Eden,  beauteous  in  flowers  and 
rich  in  fruits,  might  be  raised  up  in  the  waste  wilderness 
which  spreads  before  us.  But  no  class  can  do  that.  The 
class  which  has  hitherto'  ruled  in  this  country  has  failed 
miserably.  It  revels  in  power  and  wealth,  whilst  at  its  feet, 
a  terrible  peril  for  its  future,  lies  the  multitude  which  it  has 
neglected.  If  a  class  has  failed,  let  us  try  the  nation.  That 
is  our  faith,  that  is  our  purpose,  that  is  our  cry — Let  us  try 
the  nation.  This  it  is  which  has  called  together  these  count¬ 
less  numbers  of  the  people  to  demand  a  change ;  and,  as  I 
think  of  it,  and  of  these  gatherings,  sublime  in  their  vastness 
and  in  their  resolution,  I  think  I  see,  as  it  were,  above  the 
hill-tops  of  time,  the  glimmerings  of  the  dawn  of  a  better  and 
a  nobler  day  for  the  country  and  for  the  people  that  I  love 
so  well. 
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MANCHESTER,  NOVEMBER  20,  1866. 

[The  following  speech  was  made  in  the  Free  Trade  Hall,  Manchester,  at  a 
Banquet  organized  by  the  National  Reform  Union.  Several  Members  of 
the  Liberal  Party  were  invited  to  the  gathering.] 

Although,  perhaps,  this  is  one  of  the  most  striking1  and 
important  meeting's  which  have  been  held  in  this  country 
during1  the  last  few  years,  you  will,  perhaps,  be  suipused  to 
learn  that  I  came  to  it  with  a  sense  almost  of  indifference  : 
not  indifference  as  to  its  importance ;  hut  with  an  absence  of 
that  feeling  of  responsibility  which  has  pressed  so  much  upon 
me  on  some  recent  occasions.  For  the  committee  were  kind 
enough  to  send  round  to  their  guests  a  list  of  the  speakers 
who  were  expected  to  address  the  meeting.  I  found  them 
much  more  numerous  than  is  common,  and  I  found  my  name 
about  half  way  down  the  list.  I  took  it,  therefore,  for  gianted 
that  I  could  come,  for  once,  in  some  degree  as  a  spectator 
and  a  listener,  rather  than  as  a  prominent  actor  at  the 
meeting.  Some  gentlemen  who  were  expected  to  be  heie 
are  not  here— Mr.  Stansfeld,  because  he  is  ill ;  Mr.  Layard, 
because  he  has  not  returned  from  the  Continent.  And 
Mr.  Forster,  who  seems  less  able  to  occupy  the  time  of  an 
audience  when  he  comes  into  Lancashire  than  he  is  in  York¬ 
shire,  has  spoken,  I  may  say,  uttering  the  feeling  of  the 
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whole  meeting',  for  a  very  much  shorter  time  than  we  had  a 
right  to  expect.  I  shall  trust,  therefore,  to  those  who  come 
after  me  to  say  a  good  deal  which  I  shall  not  take  up  your 
time  in  attempting  to  say  to-night. 

During  the  last  memorable  session  of  Parliament  you  will 
probably  recollect  that  it  was  a  very  common  thing  in  the 
mouths  of  the  opponents  of  the  Government  Bill  to  say  that 
the  working-men — the  aggrieved  party — felt  no  grievance; 
for  they  scarcely  expressed  any  favourable  opinion  on  the 
Bill,  or,  indeed,  any  opinion  at  all  on  the  question  of  their 
own  admission  to  the  franchise.  I  was  repeatedly  charged  with 
being  in  the  position  of  a  leader  in  a  case,  in  which  it  was 
said  that,  after  all,  I  had  no  clients  and  no  following.  There 
was  a  general  taunt  uttered  that  we  were  very  much  exag¬ 
gerating  the  case  of  the  working-men,  and  that  the  condition 
of  that  large  class  was  so  comfortable  and  so  prosperous  that 
they  were  perfectly  content  with  the  Government  as  it  is 
carried  on  by  a  Parliament  so  inadequately  representing  the 
whole  nation. 

I  suspect  that  the  argument,  so  far  as  it  was  uttered,  and 
had  any  force,  has  now  been  fully  and  satisfactorily  answered. 
But  these  gentlemen  have  turned  right  round,  and  have  now 
another  thing  to  say  about  our  meetings.  They  say  that  the 
middle  class  stands  entirely  aloof,  that  nobody  really  cares  for 
Reform  but  the  working-men,  and  that  no  great  question  can 
be  carried,  or  sensibly  affected,  in  this  country  by  the  opinions 
and  action  of  working-men  alone.  They  point  to  the  great 
meetings  that  have  been  held,  and  after  dividing  the  notorious 
and  proved  magnitude  of  the  meetings  by  four  or  six,  they 
then  conclude  that  there  were  a  few  thousands  of  working¬ 
men  present ;  but  Members  of  Parliament,  manufacturers, 
merchants,  and  what  they  call  the  respectable  and  influential 
classes,  were  found  to  be  entirely  absent.  But  they  forget 
that  these  meetings  at  which  they  say  working-men  only 
attended  were  meetings  called  expressly  by  working-men  and 
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for  working-men.  If  they  want  to  know.,  or  wanted  to  know, 
how  far  the  main  objects  of  those  meetings  receive  sympathy 
from  a  more  powerful  class,  they  might  have  come  to  those 
meetings  to  have  learned.  In  Birmingham,  as  you  know,  the 
Mayor  was  in  the  procession,  and  the  Chief  Constable  of  the 
town  took  charge  of  all  the  arrangements  for  it ;  and  in  the 
great  Town-hall  of  that  city,  the  Mayor  took  the  chair  at 
the  evening  meeting,  and  I  venture  to  say  that  it  would  be 
impossible  in  any  town  in  this  kingdom  to  assemble  upon 
the  platform  a  greater  amount  of  what  these  gentlemen  call 
respectability,  wealth,  and  station  in  the  town,  than  were 
assembled  there  and  then.  If  they  had  come  to  this  hall  on 
the  evening  of  the  great  meeting  in  Manchester,  and  if  they 
had  gone  to  the  Town-hall  of  Leeds,  or  to  the  City-hall  of 
Glasgow,  they  would  have  found  that  after  the  scores  of 
thousands  that  had  attended  the  great  open-air  meeting  in  the 
daytime,  there  was  a  meeting  most  important,  most  influential, 
omnipotent  indeed,  within  that  town  in  which  it  was  held. 
In  the  town  of  Leeds,  I  was  told  nearly  1,000  persons  paid 
5-s.  each  to  attend  the  meeting  in  the  Town-hall,  and  I  think 
that  is  some  sign  of  the  class  of  persons  who  attended. 

But  if  there  was  any  question  on  this  matter,  I  would  ask 
those  gentlemen  to  come  on  this  platform  to-night.  Heie  is 
the  largest  and  finest  hall  in  Britain,  the  largest  and  finest 
hall  in  Europe,  I  believe  the  largest  and  finest  hall  in  the 
world,  and  yet  this  hall  is  crowded  with  persons  to  whom  our 
opponents,  I  think  generally,  unless  they  were  very  fastidious, 
would  admit  the  term  respectable  and  influential.  I  doubt  if 
there  has  ever  been  held  in  this  kingdom,  within  our  time, 
a  political  banquet  more  numerous,  more  influential,  moie 
unanimous,  more  grand  in  every  respect,  than  that  whicli  is 
held  here  to-night.  Just  now,  it  is  the  fashion  to  flatter  and 
to  court  the  middle  class.  The  middle  class  are  told  that  since 
the  Reform  Bill  of  1832  political  power  has  been  m  then- 
hands;  before  1832  it  was  with  the  lords  and  great  land- 
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owners,  but  since  1832  it  has  been  in  the  hands  of  the  middle 
class;  and  now  the  middle  class  are  asked  whether  they  are 
willing  to  surrender  that  power  into  the  hands  of  a  more 
numerous,  and,  as  these  persons  assert,  a  dangerous  class,  who 
would  swamp,  not  the  exalted  class  of  lords  and  great  land- 
owners,  the  highest  in  social  position,  but  would  swamp  also 
the  great  middle  class  with  whom  power  is  now  said  to  rest. 
And  they  try  to  teach  the  middle  class  that  there  is  an 
essentially  different  interest  between  them  and  the  great  body 
of  the  people  who  are  not  yet  admitted  into  that  class.  They 
say  the  one  class  is  in  power,  and  the  other  class  is  outside, 
and  out  of  power,  and  they  warn  the  middle  class  against 
admitting  the  outsiders  into  partnership  with  them,  for  fear 
they  should  dethrone  the  middle  class  and  set  up  an  unintel¬ 
ligent,  unreasoning,  and  selfish  power  of  their  own. 

That  is  the  sort  of  argument  which  is  used  to  the  middle 
class  to  induce  them  to  take  no  part  in  any  measure  that  shall 
admit  the  working  class  to  a  participation  in  political  power. 
I  should  be  ashamed  to  stand  on  any  platform  and  to  employ 
such  an  argument  as  this.  Is  there  to  be  found  in  the 
writings  or  the  speaking  of  any  public  man  connected  with 
the  Liberal  or  the  Reform  party  so  dangerous  and  so  out¬ 
rageous  a  policy  as  that  which  these  men  pursue  ?  When 
separating  the  great  body  of  the  people  into  the  middle  and 
the  working  class,  they  set  class  against  class,  and  ask  you  to 
join  with  the  past  and  present  monopolists  of  power  in  the 
miserable  and  perilous  determination  to  exclude  for  ever  the 
great  body  of  your  countrymen  from  the  common  rights  of 
the  glorious  English  constitution.  There  is  no  greater  fallacy 
than  this — that  the  middle  classes  are  in  possession  of  power. 
The  real  state  of  the  case,  if  it  were  put  in  simple  language, 
would  be  this — that  the  working-men  are  almost  universally 
excluded,  roughly  and  insolently,  from  political  power,  and 
that  the  middle  class,  whilst  they  have  the  semblance  of  it, 
are  defrauded  of  the  reality.  The  difference  and  the  re- 
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semblance  is  this,  that  the  working-men  come  to  the  hustings 
at  an  election,  and  when  the  returning-officer  asks  for  the 
show  of  hands,  every  man  can  hold  up  his  hand  although  his 
name  is  not  upon  the  register  of  voters ;  every  working-man 
can  vote  at  that  show  of  hands,  but  the  show  of  hands  is  of 
no  avail.  The  middle  class  have  votes,  hut  those  votes  are 
rendered  harmless  and  nugatory  by  the  unfair  distribution  of 
them,  and  there  is  placed  in  the  voter's  hand  a  weapon  which 
has  neither  temper  nor  edge,  by  which  he  can  neither  fight  for 
further  freedom,  nor  defend  that  which  his  ancestors  have 
gained. 

On  a  recent  occasion,  perhaps  it  was  when  I  last  stood  on 
this  platform,  I  stated  certain  facts  which  have  not,  from  that 
day  to  this,  been  contradicted — I  stated  that  out  of  every  100 
men  throughout  the  United  Kingdom,  grown-up  men,  liable 
to  taxes,  expected  to  perform  all  the  duties  of  life,  responsible 
to  the  laws,  84  were  excluded  from  the  franchise,  and  that  16 
only  were  included.  I  want  to  ask  whether  the  16  out  of  the 
100  may  be  said  to  include  all  the  middle  class?  But  there 
is  another  fact,  if  possible  more  astonishing  still,  and  that  is 
that  three  men  out  of  every  100  throughout  the  United  King¬ 
dom  do  apparently  by  their  votes  return  an  actual  majority  of 
the  present  House  of  Commons.  But  if  a  majority  of  the 
House  of  Commons  be  returned  by  a  number  so  small  as  three 
out  of  every  100  of  the  men  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  if 
the  other  House  of  Parliament  asks  for  no  votes  at  all,  I  ask 
you  whether  it  is  not  a  fact  of  the  most  transparent  character 
that  power,  legislative  and  governing,  in  this  country  does 
not  rest  with  the  middle  classes?  What  Mr.  Forster  says 
is  quite  true.  You  may  have  suffrage  —  this  or  that,  but 
you  may  have  such  a  distribution  of  power  that  even  your 
present  representation,  bad  as  it  is,  may  be  made  something 
even  worse. 

Take  the  case  of  your  boroughs,  in  which  alone  may  he  said 
to  rest  everything  that  exists  in  the  United  Kingdom  ol  a 
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free  election.  Divide  the  boroughs,  254  in  number,  into  two 
classes,  those  under  20,000  inhabitants  and  those  over  that 
number.  Under  20,000  there  are  145  boroughs ;  over  it  109. 
But  the  boroughs  under  20,000  return  215  Members,  against 
1 81  that  are  returned  by  the  boroughs  over  20,000.  But  that 
gives  only  a  very  misty  idea  of  the  state  of  the  case.  Those 
boroughs  over  20,000  inhabitants,  having  39  Members  fewer 
than  the  boroughs  under  20,000,  still  are  in  this  position— 
their  Members  represent  six  times  as  many  electors,  seven 
times  as  much  population,  and  fourteen  times  as  much  pay¬ 
ment  of  income-tax  as  the  larger  number  of  Members  repre¬ 
sent.  It  is  clear  beyond  all  cavil — for  figures,  after  all,  are 
difficult  things  to  meet  and  controvert  if  they  are  correct — 
that  your  representative  system,  even  in  the  boroughs  where 
alone  it  exists  in  any  life  at  all,  is  a  representative  system 
almost  wholly  delusive,  and  defrauds  the  middle  classes  of  the 
power  which  the  Act  of  1832  professed  to  give  them. 

Your  county  representation  is  almost  too  sad  a  subject  to 
dwell  upon.  Every  man  who  occupies  a  house  or  land  of  an 
annual  value  less  than  50/.  is  excluded ;  the  number  of  free¬ 
holders  on  the  whole  diminishes,  and  really  there  remains 
scarcely  anything  of  independent  power  and  freedom  of 
election  within  the  majority  of  the  counties  of  the  United 
Kingdom.  So,  then,  I  come  to  this  conclusion,  that  the 
working  classes  are  excluded  and  insulted,  and  that  the 
middle  classes  are  defrauded ;  and  I  presume  that  those  who 
really  do  wield  the  power  despise  the  middle  classes  for  their 
silence  under  this  system.  When  I  look  at  the  great  middle 
class  of  this  country,  and  see  all  that  it  has  done,  and  see  the 
political  position  in  which  it  has  been  to  some  extent  content 
to  rest,  I  cannot  help  saying  that  it  reminds  me  very  much  of 
the  language  which  the  ancient  Hebrew  patriarch  addressed 
to  one  of  his  sons.  He  said,  f  Issachar  is  a  strong  ass, 
couching  down  between  two  burdens/  On  the  one  side  there 
is  the  burden  of  seven  and  a  half  millions  per  annum,  raised 
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by  way  of  tax,  to  keep  from  starvation  more  than  1,200,000 
paupers  within  the  United  Kingdom  —  and  on  the  other 
hand,  and  higher  up  in  the  scale,  there  is  mismanagement 
the  most  gross,  there  is  extravagance  the  most  reckless,  and 
there  is  waste  the  most  appalling  and  disgraceful  which 
has  ever  been  seen  in  the  government  of  any  country.  And 
this  is  the  grand  result  of  a  system  which  systematically 
shuts  out  the  millions,  and  which  cajoles  the  middle  class 
by  the  hocus-pocus  of  a  Parliamentary  Government. 

Sir,  I  am  delighted  beyond  measure,  after  many  years  of 
discussion,  of  contemplation,  of  labour  —  in  connection  with 
this  great  question — I  say  I  am  delighted  to  believe  that  the 
great  body  of  the  people,  call  them  middle  class  or  call  them 
working  class,  are  resolved  that  this  state  of  things  shall 
exist  no  longer.  During  the  last  session  of  Parliament  there 
has  been  an  honest  attempt  made  by  an  honest  Government 
to  tinker  the  existing  system.  For,  after  all,  the  Bill  of  the 
last  session,  honest  and  well  intended  and  valuable  as  it  was, 
was  still  but  a  tinkering  of  a  very  bad  system.  But  the  Tory 
party  refused  even  to  have  it  tinkered.  They  remind  me  of 
a  wealthy  but  a  most  penurious  old  gentleman,  who  lived 
some  years  ago  in  my  neighbourhood,  and  who  objected 
very  much  to  a  tailor’s  bill ;  he  said  that  he  had  found  out 
that  a  hole  would  last  longer  than  a  patch.  I  am  not  sure 
that  this  is  not  the  case  with  Lord  Derby  and  his  friends; 
for  it  was  one  of  their  great  arguments  that  if  the  Bill  of 
the  Government  passed  it  would  inevitably  follow  that  some¬ 
thing  more  would  almost  immediately  be  demanded.  They 
were  so  anxious  that  things  should  remain  as  they  are  that 
they  refused  to  admit  200,000  more  of  the  middle  class  by 
the  lowering  of  the  county  franchise,  and  they  refused  with 
equal,  perhaps  with  greater  pertinacity,  to  admit  200,000, 
but,  as  I  believe,  not  much  more  than  100,000  working-men, 
to  electoral  rights. 

They  would  not  suppress,  nor  allow  the  suppression  of  one 
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single  rotten  borough,  and  in  fact  there  was  no  abuse,  how¬ 
ever  foul,  however  intolerable,  however  putrid,  to  which  they 
would  allow  the  legislative  reforming  knife  to  be  applied; 
and  they  determined  to  keep  everything  just  as  it  is.  And 
now  these  gentlemen,  with  whom  we  were  obliged,  to  our 
«reat  misfortune,  to  contend  so  much  last  session,  are  in  office. 
They  call  themselves  Her  Majesty’s  servants ;  but  they  have 
not  yet  dared  to  proclaim  that  they  are  the  executive  servants 
of  the  people.  Some  of  their  papers,  and  some  papers  which 
are  not  theirs,  give  us  to  understand — for  the  papers  are 
often  understanding  a  great  many  things  of  which  they  know 
nothing — that  the  Cabinet  meetings  held  during  the  last 
fortnight  have  landed  us  in  this  strange  position, — that  the 
men  who  were  against  all  Reform  six  months  ago,  are  now 
warmly  engaged  in  concocting  a  measure  which  shall  be 
satisfactory  to  the  great  body  of  the  Reformers  of  this  country. 

My  opinion  is  this first  of  all,  that  the  papers  know 
nothing  about  it;  secondly,  that  the  Government  (we  are 
obliged  to  call  them  a  Government)  has  not  made  up  its  mind 
at  all  whether  it  will  bring  in  a  Reform  Bill  or  not.  In  point 
of  fact,  Lord  Derby  is  waiting  to  see  what  the  weather  will 
be.  And  I  suppose  they  will  postpone  their  decision  perhaps 
for  some  few  weeks  to  come.  Who  knows  but  that  they  will 
wait  till  this  day  fortnight— or  yesterday  fortnight? 

Yesterday  fortnight,  on  Monday,  the  3rd  of  December,  it 
is  said  that,  following  the  example  of  Birmingham,  and  the 
West  Riding,  and  Glasgow,  and  Manchester,  and  Edinburgh, 
the  men  concerned  in  the  trades  in  London  will  make  what 
they  call  a  demonstration,  that  is,  that  on  behalf  of  the 
question  of  Reform  they  will  assemble  and  will  peacefully 
walk  through  some  of  the  main  streets  of  the  West  End  of 
London,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  they  take  an  interest 
in  this  great  question.  I  know  nothing  of  the  arrangements, 
except  what  I  see  in  the  papers ;  but  it  is  said  that  more 
than  200,000  men  have  arranged  to  walk  in  that  procession. 
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I  hear  on  no  mean  authority  that  certain  persons  at  the  West 
End  are  getting  up  a  little  alarm  at  what  may  happen  on  the 
3rd  of  December. 

What  will  happen  we  all  know.  If  the  police  do  not 
interfere  to  break  the  peace,  the  peace  will  not  be  broken. 
And,  probably,  what  happened  on  the  last  occasion  may  be  of 
some  use  in  teaching  the  Home  Secretary  his  duty  on  this 
occasion.  There  are  persons,  doubtless,  so  credulous  and  so 
willing  to  wish  well  of  everybody,  as  to  imagine  that  Lord 
Derby’s  Government  will  bring  in  a  satisfactory  Reform  Bill. 
They  say  that  Sir  Robert  Peel  and  the  Duke  of  Wellington 
carried  Catholic  Emancipation;  that  Sir  Robert  Peel  and 
the  Duke  of  Wellington  repealed  the  Corn-law;  and  why 
should  not  Lord  Derby  pass  a  Reform  Bill  ?  Lord  Derby  is 
neither  the  Duke  of  Wellington  nor  Sir  Robert  Peel.  He 
deserted  both  those  eminent  men  in  1846,  rather  than  unite 
with  them  to  repeal  the  Corn-law ;  and  he  has  never  shown, 
from  that  hour  to  this,  one  atom  of  statesmanship  or  one 
spark  of  patriotism,  that  would  lead  us  to  expect  that,  on  this 
occasion,  he  would  turn  round,  and,  neglecting  his  party,  do 
something  for  his  country. 

It  is  all  very  well  to  say  that  if  the  Government  bring  in  a 
very  good  Bill,  we  who  want  a  very  good  Bill  will  support  it. 
But  it  is  no  use  dealing  in  phraseology  and  platitudes  of  that 
kind.  Look  at  the  Cabinet  of  Lord  Derby ;  look  what  the 
members  of  it  have  said  and  done  during  late  years,  and  during 
the  late  Parliamentary  session.  Lord  Derby  has  told  us  that  it 
was  his  mission  to  stem  democracy ;  his  friends  in  the  House 
of  Commons  declared  last  session  that  the  passing’  of  that  Bill 
of  the  late  Government  would  be  to  hand  over  the  country  to 
the  democracy  of  the  working  classes.  Mr.  Disraeli,  in  his 
speeches,  was  ingenious  beyond  his  fellows,  as  indeed  he 
generally  is,  for  if  he  had  not  been  so  he  would  not  have 
reached  the  position  in  which  we  find  him.  But  Mr.  Disraeli 
was  anxious  to  cut  off  all  free  election  in  counties.  He  is  of 
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opinion,  so  for  rs  I  g*2itliGr  from  his  spoochcs,  tliRt  tho  moic 
entirely  tlie  comity  representation  chu  he  m<xcle  contGinnnons 
with  the  great  estates  of  the  peers  and  the  great  landowners, 
the  more  entirely  it  will  be  after  his  own  fashion  and  his 
own  wishes.  No  more  perilous  idea  can  he  entertained  by 
any  statesman ;  if  you  once  get  the  nominees  of  the  great 
landowners  and  the  lords  on  the  one  side  of  the  House,  and 
the  representatives  of  everybody  else  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House,  the  beginning  of  the  end  will  have  come.  And  whilst 
Mr.  Disraeli  is  tickling  the  ears  and  the  fancy  of  the  country 
gentlemen  behind  him,  he  is  propounding  a  plan  which,  if  it 
were  carried  into  effect,  would  end  in  the  utter  extinction  of 
the  political  power  of  the  country  gentlemen  and  the  peerage 
of  England. 

Mr.  Disraeli  and  Lord  Stanley  were  the  men  in  the  last 
Derby  Government  who  proposed  to  disfranchise  70,000 
county  voters  whose  property  was  within  the  limits  of  the 
boroughs,  and  I  cannot  believe  that  men  who  made  such  a 
proposition  seven  or  eight  years  ago  can  produce  a  good 
honest  Reform  Bill  now.  Lord  Stanley  made  a  speech  during 
the  discussions  on  the  late  Bill  which  his  party  and  their 
press  said  was  unanswerable.  It  was  a  speech  leading  to  this 
conclusion,  that  he  would  give  no  votes  to  any  of  the  working 
class  until  he  saw,  by  the  distribution  of  seats,  that  those 
votes  could  be  made  of  no  use  to  them.  And  Lord  Stanley 
lent  himself  to  an  unhappy  trick,  intended,  as  it  appeared  to 
us,  to  take  the  Government  and  the  House  by  surprise,  and 
by  which,  by  gaining  a  sudden  and  accidental  division,  he 
might  have  destroyed  both  the  Bill  and  the  Government. 
Lord  Cranborne  is  a  member  of  this  Cabinet — Lord  Robert 
Cecil  that  was  a  short  time  ago.  Lord  Cranborne  quarrelled 
violently  with  Mr.  Gladstone  because  Mr.  Gladstone  said  the 
working-men  were  of  our  own  flesh  and  blood.  He  treated 
that  observation  very  much  in  the  same  way  that  the  Caro¬ 
linian  planter  and  slaveholder  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
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States  would  have  replied  to  my  friend  Mr.  Sumner  if  he  had 
said  that  the  black  and  white  were  equal  in  the  eye  of  God, 
and  of  one  flesh  and  blood.  General  Peel  is  a  member  of  this 
Government,  and  he  protested  violently  against  any  reduction 
of  the  franchise,  as  indeed  did  Sir  Stafford  Northcote,  who  is, 
I  think,  now  the  President  of  the  Board  of  Trade. 

I  want  to  ask  you  whether  from  these  men  you  are  to 
expect,  you  are  to  wait  for,  with  anxious  and  hopeful  looking 
forward,  any  Reform  Bill  ?  And,  after  all  these  speeches 
had  been  made,  Lord  Derby  did  his  utmost  to  prevail  upon 
Mr.  Lowe  to  become  a  member  of  his  Cabinet.  If,  after  all 
this,  they  were  to  attempt  to  manufacture  and  introduce  a 
Reform  Bill,  they  would  cover  themselves  and  their  party 
with  humiliation.  I  know  that  in  this  country  politicians 
change  sides ;  office  has  a  wonderful  effect  upon  men.  I  sup¬ 
pose  there  are  men  here  such  as  were  described  by  our  witty 
friend,  Mr.  Hosea  Bigelow,  in  painting  the  character  of  some 
politicians  in  America.  He  said  of  them  as  we  perhaps  may 
say  of  Lord  Derby  and  his  party, — 

‘  A  merciful  Providence  fashioned  them  hollow, 

On  purpose  that  they  might  their  principles  swallow.’ 

But,  notwithstanding  that  provision,  that  merciful  provision, 
for  statesmen,  I  confess  that  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  determined  to  bring  in  a  Reform  Bill,  or  that  they 
can  by  any  possibility  bring  in  a  Bill  which  the  Reformers  of 
this  country  can  accept.  They  have  done  everything  during 
the  past  session  by  fraudulent  statements — by  insults  to  the 
people — by  the  most  evident  baseness  of  party  action — to 
destroy  the  moderate  and  honest  attempt  of  Lord  Russell  to 
improve  the  representation.  And  I  do  not  believe  that  in 
one  short  year  they  can  turn  round  j  and,  capacious  as  may 
be  the  internal  cavity  of  the  Tory  Government,  I  think  they 
cannot  in  one  short  year  swallow  all  their  Conservative 
principles. 
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If  a  man  were  to  tell  me  that  he  had  a  broth  com¬ 
posed  of  half-a-dozen  poisonous  ingredients,  and  that  he 
could  make  of  it  a  wholesome  dish,  I  should  not  believe 
him.  And  if  he  tells  me  that  Derby,  and  Disraeli,  and 
Stanley,  and  Cranborne,  and  General  Peel,  and  the  rest 
of  them,  after  the  speeches  to  which  I  listened  six  months 
ago,  are  about  to  produce  a  wholesome,  and  salutary,  and 
liberal  Reform  Bill,  I  must  ask  him  not  to  impose  for  a 
moment  on  my  understanding.  The  enemies  of  the  Bill  of 
1866  cannot  become  the  honest  friends  of  Reform  in  1867 — 
and  the  conspirators  of  the  session  which  has  just  expired 
cannot  become  honourable  statesmen  in  the  session  which  is 
about  to  open.  My  opinion  may  be  no  better  than  that 
of  any  other  man.  This,  however,  may  be  good  advice — 
that  all  Reformers  should  be  on  the  watch,  for  there  are 
enemies  enough  to  our  cause,  and  false  friends  enough  to  con¬ 
vince  us  that  it  is  by  no  means  out  of  danger. 

But  the  next  Bill — what  must  it  be  ?  One  thing  I  think 
we  have  a  right  to  insist  upon,  that  the  next  Bill  which  is 
introduced  by  a  Liberal  and  Reform  Government  shall  be  in 
its  suffrage  based  upon  the  ancient  borough  franchise  of  the 
country.  Household  or  rating  suffrage  has  existed  for 
centuries  in  our  parishes.  It  has  existed  for  many  years  in 
our  municipal  corporations.  It  has  never  been  found  either 
in  parish  or  corporation  to  be  destructive  of  the  interests  of 
the  people  of  those  circumscribed  districts  of  the  country. 
I  say,  therefore,  that  we  ought  to  stand  by  the  ancient  con¬ 
stitution  of  England.  I  believe  Lord  Russell,  speaking  of 
him  in  his  private  capacity,  would  be  in  favour  of  extending 
the  borough  franchise,  at  least  to  the  limits  of  the  municipal 
franchise.  There  is  reason  to  believe  that  Mr.  Gladstone 
himself  would  approve  of  such  a  measure.  We  know  that  the 
late  Attorney -General,  one  of  the  most  eminent  lawyers  and 
one  of  the  most  accomplished  Members  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  publicly  and  openly  expressed  himself  in  favour  of 
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that  change.  I  believe  the  middle  class,  as  a  rule,  the 
Liberal  portion  of  the  middle  class,  would  have  no  objection 
to  see  the  franchise  extended  to  all  householders  in  boroughs. 

I  believe  that,  if  it  were  so  extended,  we  should  arrive  at 
a  point  at  which,  so  long  as  any  of  us  are  permitted  to 
meddle  with  the  politics  of  our  country,  no  further  change 
would  be  demanded.  I  therefore  am  entirely  in  favour  of  it, 
because  I  believe  it  to  be  wise  in  itself,  and  because  it  is  the 
ancient  borough  franchise  of  this  kingdom.  I  am  in  accord 
with  our  ancient  constitution.  I  would  stand  by  it ;  wherever 
it  afforded  support  for  freedom  I  would  march  in  its  track. 
That  track  is  so  plain  that  the  wayfaring  man,  though  a  fool, 
need  not  err  therein.  I  would  be  guided  by  its  lights.  They 
have  been  kept  burning  by  great  men  among  our  forefathers 
for  many  generations.  Our  only  safety  in  this  warfare  is  in 
adhering  to  the  ancient  and  noble  constitution  of  our  country. 
And  when  we  have  restored  it  to  its  bygone  strength,  and 
invited  the  great  body  of  the  people  to  take  part  in  political 
power,  then  the  House  of  Commons  will  be  the  servant  of  the 
nation  and  not  its  master,  and  it  will  do  the  bidding’,  not  of 
a  small,  a  limited,  often  an  ignorant,  necessarily  a  selfish 
class,  but  the  bidding  of  a  great  and  noble  people. 
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[Mr.  Bright  was  invited  to  preside  over  a  great  meeting  of  the  Members 
of  the  various  Trades’  Unions  and  Trade  Societies  in  St.  James’s  Hall. 
The  following  speech  was  spoken  on  that  occasion.] 

It  is  about  eight  years  since,  in  a  speech  which  I  delivered 
on  the  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform,  that  I  took  the 
opportunity  of  giving  what  I  thought  was  somewhat  whole¬ 
some  counsel  to  the  unenfranchised  working-men  of  this 
country.  I  told  them  that  the  monopolists  of  political  power 
in  this  country  would  not  willingly  surrender  that  power  or  any 
portion  of  it ;  and  further,  that  no  class  which  was  excluded 
could  rely  upon  the  generosity  of  any  other  class  for  that  jus¬ 
tice  which  it  could  demand,  and  that,  therefore,  although  large 
numbers  of  the  middle  class  were  then,  and  are  now,  in  favour 
of  the  enfranchisement  of  a  large  number  of  the  working  class, 
yet  that  they  would  not  make  that  great  effort  which  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  wring  political  power  from  those  who  now  hold  it,  and 
to  extend  it  to  those  who  are  now  and  were  then  excluded 
from  it.  I  said  that  if  the  working-men  wished  for  political 
power  they  had  only  to  ask  for  it  in  a  manner  to  show  the 
universality  of  their  desire,  and  the  union  and  the  power  which 
they  were  able  to  bring  to  bear  upon  it ;  and  I  recollect  par¬ 
ticularly  making  a  suggestion  that  involved  me  in  a  good 
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deal  of  unfriendly  criticism,  namely,  that  I  thought  the  time 
had  come,  or  would  soon  come,  when  it  would  be  the  duty  of 
the  working  class  to  make  use  ol  that  great  organisation  of 
theirs  which  extends  over  the  whole  country — the  organisa¬ 
tion  of  trades'  and  friendly  societies  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
to  bear  upon  the  Government  the  entire  power  of  their  just 
demand.  I  said,  further,  that  I  believed  one  year  only  of 
the  united  action  of  the  working  class  through  this  existing 
organisation  would  wholly  change  the  aspect  of  the  question 
of  Reform. 

Now  it  appears  that  the  wholesome  counsel  which  I  gave 
eight  years  ago  has  become  the  counsel  of  all  those  who  are 
in  favour  of  the  enfranchisement  of  the  working-man,  and 
that  counsel  has  been  adopted  recently  to  a  large  extent,  and 
every  man  in  the  kingdom  feels  that  the  aspect  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  has  been  wholly  changed.  But,  as  has  been  already  said 
to-night,  it  is  very  difficult  to  please  those  by  whom  we  are 
opposed;  and,  as  was  said  eight  years  ago,  so  it  is  said  now, 
that  it  is  very  undesirable  that  associations  like  these,  that 
were  not  formed  for  political  purposes,  should  be  worked  for 
political  ends.  That  is  a  matter  of  which  the  members  of 
these  societies  must  be  held  to  be  the  best  judges.  We  have 
known  other  societies  which  do  not  profess  to  be  political,  hut 
which  have  entered  largely  into  political  controversy.  I  know 
that  some  years  ago  nearly  all  the  agricultural  societies  of  the 
country  were  converted  into  political  societies,  for  the  purpose 
of  sustaining  an  Act  of  Parliament  which  denied  an  honest 
and  fair  supply  of  food  to  the  people  of  this  country ;  and 
even  now,  when  the  agricultural  societies  and  farmers'  clubs 
meet,  we  have  the  opportunity  of  reading  that  curious  and 
confused  political  discussion  which  takes  place  when  the 
country  gentlemen  and  the  county  Members  make  speeches  to 
their  tenantry  and  county  supporters.  But  these  critics  of  ours 
say  that  this  measure — the  combination  of  trades'  unions  for 
political  purposes — is  one  that  excites  their  fears,  and  is  of 
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a  very  formidable  nature.  It  was  precisely  because  it  would 
be  of  a  formidable  nature  that  I  first  recommended  it.  The 
fact  is,  that  the  millions  can  scarcely  move,  but  the  few  who 
are  timid  and  in  some  degree  ungenerous  in  this  matter,  feel 
themselves  alarmed.  You  cannot  help  being  numerous ; 
if  you  had  had  better  government  during  the  last  hundred 
years — if  the  land  had  been  more  in  the  hands  of  the  people 
and  less  in  the  hands  of  a  small  class — if  you  had  had  fewer 
wars,  lighter  taxes,  better  instruction,  and  a  freer  trade,  one- 
half  of  those  in  this  country  who  are  now  called  the  working 
class  would  have  been,  in  comfort  and  position,  equal  to  those 
whom  we  call  the  middle  class.  But  this  is  your  great  diffi¬ 
culty  now,  and  it  is  the  great  difficulty  of  our  opponents — you 
are  too  numerous,  they  think,  to  be  let  in  with  safety,  and  they 
are  finding  out  that  you  are  too  numerous  to  be  kept  out 
without  danger. 

But  if  these  associations  and  the  combinations  of  these 
societies  are  formidable,  who  have  made  them  formidable? 
These  societies  took  no  part  in  political  movements  until 
they  were  challenged  to  it  by  the  speeches,  the  resolutions, 
the  divisions,  and  the  acts  of  a  great  party  in  the  Parliament 
of  the  kingdom.  Did  they  fail  to  have  fact  and  argument  in 
favour  of  the  change  proposed  last  session?  No;  but  fact 
and  argument  had  no  effect  upon  whatever  there  is  of  rea¬ 
soning  power  in  the  ranks  of  the  Tory  party.  Did  they 
think  that  the  working-men  of  this  country — who  built  this 
great  city — who  have  covered  this  country  with  great  cities — 
who  have  cultivated  every  acre  of  its  cultivated  area — who 
have  made  this  country  a  name  of  power  through  all  time 
and  throughout  the  whole  world— did  they  for  one  moment 
imagine  that  you  would  lie  down  and  submit,  without  raising 
your  voice  against  them,  to  the  scandalous  and  unjust  imputa¬ 
tions  that  were  heaped  upon  you  ?  Did  they  think  that  you 
would  be  silent  for  ever,  and  patient  for  ever,  under  a  per¬ 
petual  exclusion  from  the  benefits  of  the  constitution  of  your 
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country?  If  they  are  dissatisfied  with  this  movement,,  what 
would  they  have  ?  Would  they  wish  that,  as  men  did  fifty  or 
sixty  years  ago,  instead  of  making  open  demonstration  of  your 
opinions,  you  should  conspire  with  the  view  of  changing  the 
political  constitution  of  your  country?  Would  they  like  that 
you  should  meet  in  secret  societies,  that  you  should  administer 
to  each  other  illegal  oaths,  that  you  should  undertake  the 
task  of  midnight  drilling,  that  you  should  purchase  through¬ 
out  London  and  the  provinces  a  supply  of  arms,  that  you 
should  in  this  frightful  and  terrible  manner  endeavour  to 
menace  the  Government,  and  to  wring  from  them  a  conces¬ 
sion  of  your  rights  ? 

But  surely  one  of  two  modes  must  be  taken.  If  there  be 
a  deep  and  wide-spread  sentiment,  that  injustice  is  no  longer 
tolerable,  then,  judging  from  all  past  history  of  all  people, 
one  of  two  modes  will  be  taken,  either  that  mode  so  sad  and 
so  odious  of  secret  conspiracy,  or  that  mode  so  grand  and  so 
noble  which  you  have  adopted.  You  have  at  this  moment 
across  the  Channel,  if  the  reports  which  the  Government 
sanction  are  true,  an  exhibition  of  a  plan  which  I  deplore  and 
condemn.  You  have  there  secret  societies,  and  oaths,  and 
drillings,  and  arms,  and  menaces  of  violence  and  insurrection. 
Is  there  any  man  in  England  who  would  like  to  see  the 
working-men  of  Great  Britain  driven  to  any  such  course  in 
defence  or  in  maintenance  of  their  rights?  Well,  I  hold, 
then,  that  all  men  in  this  country,  whatever  be  their  abstract 
opinions  on  this  question  of  a  wide  extension  of  the  suffrage, 
should  really  rejoice  at  the  noble  exhibition,  the  orderly  and 
grand  exhibition  of  opinion  which  has  been  made  by  the 
working-men  of  England  and  Scotland  during  the  past  three 
months. 

I  said  that  if  there  be  a  grievance — a  deep-seated  sentiment 
that  there  is  a  grievance — there  must  necessarily  be  a  voice 
to  express  and  to  proclaim  it.  What  is  the  grievance  of  which 
you  complain  ?  You  are  the  citizens,  the  native  inhabitants 
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of  a  country  which  is  called  constitutional ;  and  what  is 
meant  by  that  is  that  your  government  is  not  the  despotic 
government  of  a  monarch,  nor  the  oligarchical  government  of 
an  oligarchy ;  hut  that  it  is  a  government,  a  large  and  essen¬ 
tial  portion  of  which  is  conducted  by  honestly-elected  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people ;  and  the  grievance  is  this — that 
this  constitution,  so  noble  in  its  outline  and  so  noble  in  its 
purpose,  is  defaced  and  deformed,  and  that  when  you  look  at  it 
it  seems  in  this  respect  absolutely  worse  than  any  other  repre¬ 
sentative  constitution  existing  in  the  world.  For  I  believe 
there  is  no  representation  whatsoever  at  this  moment  in 
America  or  in  Europe  that  is  so  entirely  deformed  from  its 
natural,  just,  and  beautiful  proportions,  as  is  the  representa¬ 
tive  system  of  this  country.  What  can  be  more  clear  than 
this — that  the  aristocracy  of  land  and  of  wealth  usurp  the 
power  in  both  Houses  of  Parliament  ?  The  Lords  represent 
themselves,  and  generally  the  great  landowners,  with  great 
fidelity.  But,  at  the  same  time,  we  must  admit  and  deplore 
that  at  least  one-half  of  the  House  of  Commons  is  in  fast 
alliance  with  the  majority  of  the  House  of  Lords. 

Now,  I  have  said  before— I  repeat  it  again— that  there 
is  no  security  whatsoever  for  liberty  under  any  government 
unless  there  be  an  essential  power  in  a  fair  representation  of 
the  nation.  An  illustrious  man,  the  founder  of  the  great 
province,  and  now  the  great  State  of  Pennsylvania  William 

Penn _ in  the  preface  to  his  Constitution  for  that  province — 

a  Constitution  of  the  widest  and  most  generous  freedom— uses 
these  words  : — ‘  Any  government  is  free  to  the  people  under 
it,  whatever  be  the  frame,  where  the  laws  rule,  and  the  people 
are  a  party  to  the  laws;  and  more  than  this  is  tyranny, 
oligarchy,  or  confusion/  Now,  let  us  ask  ourselves,  can  it 
be  fairly  said,  can  it  be  said  without  the  most  direct  false¬ 
hood,  that  the  people  of  this  country,  through  the  House  of 
Commons,  are  really  a  party  to  the  laws  that  are  made  ? 
It  is  not  at  all  disputed  that  only  sixteen  out  of  every 
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hundred  men  are  now  on  the  electoral  rolls,  and  are  able,  all 
other  circumstances  favouring,  to  give  their  vote  at  a  general 
election ;  and  it  is  not  disputed  that  half  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons— that  an  absolute  majority  of  that  House — is  elected 
by  a  number  of  electors  not  exceeding  altogether  three  men 
out  of  every  hundred  in  the  United  Kingdom. 

I  have  taken  the  trouble  to  make  a  little  calculation  from 
the  facts  contained  in  a  very  useful  hook,  published  by  a  very 
old  friend  of  mine,  Mr.  Acland,  called  the  ‘  Imperial  Poll- 
Book/  from  which  a  great  amount  of  valuable  information 
may  he  had  upon  this  question  I  have  taken  out  the  number 
of  votes  given  at  the  last  contested  election  that  has  been  held 
for  every  borough  and  county  in  the  United  Kingdom  since 
the  passing  of  the  Reform  Bill,  and  I  find  that  there  being, 
so  far  as  I  know,  at  least  one  contest  in  every  place  since  that 
time,  the  whole  number  of  votes  given  at  the  contest  in  every 
borough  and  county  is  short  of  the  number  of  900,000,  which 
is  about  one  in  eight  of  the  men  in  the  country ;  and  if  you 
deduct  from  that  number  the  double  votes,  that  is  the  men 
who  vote  for  more  than  one  county,  or  who  vote  for  a  county 
and  a  borough,  in  all  probability  there  would  not  he  registered 
more  than  800,000  votes  at  a  general  election  in  the  United 
Kingdom  where  there  was  a  contest  in  every  county  and  in 
every  borough.  But  I  take  the  election  of  1859,  which  is 
the  last  the  particulars  of  which  are  given  in  the  ‘  Imperial 
Poll-Book/  and  I  find  there  that  the  whole  number  of  votes 
registered,  so  far  as  I  could  make  them  out,  at  the  general 
election  of  1859,  was  under  370,000.  Now,  deduct  the  double 
votes  from  this,  and  probably  there  would  not  be  at  that 
general  election,  or  at  the  general  election  of  last  year,  more 
than  300,000  or  320,000  men  who  recorded  their  votes. 
Some  other  allowances  must  he  made.  There  are  boroughs, 
and  there  may  be  counties,  in  which  the  opinion  falls  so  much 
on  one  side  that  there  could  he  no  chance  of  a  contest.  For 
example,  in  the  borough  which  I  am  permitted  to  represent 
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there  would  be  no  contest,  and  therefore  that  borough  would 
not  supply  any  figures  to  those  figures  which  I  am  quoting. 
But  there  are  many  boroughs,  as  we  all  know,  in  which  there 
is  no  contest ;  in  some  boroughs  there  is  no  contest  because 
there  is  no  freedom  of  election.  And  there  are  many  counties 
in  which  there  is  no  contest  because  there  is  no  freedom  of 
election  in  those  counties.  But  I  quote  these  numbers  to 
show  to  you  that  when  the  Queen  orders  through  her 
Ministers  what  is  generally  called  an  appeal  to  the  country, 
it  is  at  the  very  utmost  an  appeal  to  800,000  electors,  and  in 
all  probability  the  appeal  is  answered  by  registered  voters 
numbering  from  300,000  to  400,000. 

After  this,  then,  I  undertake  to  say  that  the  people  are 
not,  in  the  sense  of  our  constitution,  a  party  to  the  laws, 
and  that  the  government  of  the  United  Kingdom,  in  the 
sense  indicated  in  the  quotation  that  I  have  made  from 
William  Penn's  preface  to  his  Constitution,  is  not  free  to 
this  people.  And  let  me  tell  you  what  doubtless  many  men 
have  not  thought  of,  that  there  is  no  form  of  government 
much  worse  than  the  government  of  a  sham  representation. 
A  Parliament  like  our  Parliament  has  Members  enough,  and 
just  enough  of  the  semblance  of  representation,  to  make  it 
safe  for  it  to  do  almost  anything  it  likes  against  the  true 
interests  of  the  nation.  There  is  nothing  so  safe  as  a  Parlia¬ 
ment  like  this  for  the  commission  of  what  is  evil.  There  is 
not  representation  enough  to  make  it  truly  responsible  to  the 
intelligence,  and  the  virtue,  and  the  opinions  of  the  nation. 

Take  a  case  which  is  in  the  recollection  of  all  of  us.  Is 
there  any  man  in  the  world  who  believes  for  a  moment  that 
any  monarch  that  ever  sat  on  the  English  throne  would  have 
dared  in  1 8  1 5  to  have  passed  the  Corn-law— to  have  brought 
into  action  in  this  city  of  London,  horse,  foot,  and  artillery— 
to  have  surrounded  his  own  palace — and  to  have  beaten  otl 
the  people  who  were  protesting  against  the  enactment  of 
that  law?  But  the  Parliament  of  England  did  that,  and  a 
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Parliament  of  landowners,  for  the  express  and  only  purpose 
of  increasing1  their  own  rents  by  the  sacrifice  of  the  comfort, 
the  plenty,  the  health,  and  the  life  of  the  great  body  of 
the  people. 

But  to  come  only  to  the  last  session  of  Parliament.  We 
will  not  go  back  to  the  time  before  the  Reform  Act.  We 
will  only  go  to  the  last  session  of  Parliament.  Look  at 
their  responsibility  then,  and  their  sense  of  responsibility. 
Look  at  the  moderation  of  that  Bill  which  was  brought 
in  by  the  late  Government.  Was  it  possible  to  have  pro¬ 
posed  a  more  moderate  measure  than  that  of  the  late  Govern¬ 
ment?  Well,  but  what  happened?  A  Parliament  of  land- 
owners  and  of  rich  men,  who  have  wholly  despised  that 
great  national  opinion  which  has  been  exhibited  during  the 
last  three  or  four  months,  resisted  that  measure  with  a 
pertinacity  never  exceeded,  and  with  an  amount  of  intrigue, 
and  I  say  of  unfairness  to  the  Government,  which  they 
durst  not  for  one  single  night  have  attempted  if  they  had 
felt  any  real  responsibility  to  the  people  of  this  country. 
And  now  they  resist  up  to  this  moment,  and  for  aught  I 
know  may  resist  when  they  meet  at  the  beginning  of 
February  next,  and  they  may  possibly  resist  until  the  dis¬ 
content  which  is  now  so  general  shall  become  universal, 
and  that  which  is  now  only  a  great  exhibition  of  opinion 
may  become  necessarily  and  inevitably  a  great  and  menacing 
exhibition  of  force. 

These  opponents  of  ours,  many  of  them  in  Parliament 
openly,  and  many  of  them  secretly  in  the  press,  have  charged 
us  with  being  the  promoters  of  a  dangerous  excitement. 
They  say  we  are  the  source  of  the  danger  which  threatens ; 
they  have  absolutely  the  effrontery  to  charge  me  with 
being  the  friend  of  public  disorder.  I  am  one  of  the  people. 
Surely,  if  there  be  one  thing  in  a  free  country  more  clear 
than  another,  it  is  that  any  one  of  the  people  may  speak 
openly  to  the  people.  If  I  speak  to  the  people  of  their 
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rights,  and  indicate  to  them  the  way  to  secure  them — if 
I  speak  of  their  danger  to  the  monopolists  of  power — am 
I  not  a  wise  counsellor,  both  to  the  people  and  to  their 
rulers  ?  Suppose  T  stood  at  the  foot  of  Vesuvius  or  Etna, 
and,  seeing  a  hamlet  or  a  homestead  planted  on  its  slope, 

I  said  to  the  dwellers  in  that  hamlet  or  in  that  home¬ 
stead,  You  see  that  vapour  which  ascends  from  the  summit 
of  the  mountain.  That  vapour  may  become  a  dense,  black 
smoke  that  will  obscure  the  sky.  You  see  that  trickling  of 
lava  from  the  crevices  or  fissures  in  the  side  of  the  moun¬ 
tain.  That  trickling  of  lava  may  become  a  river  of  fire. 
You  hear  that  muttering  in  the  bowels  of  the  mountain. 
That  muttering  may  become  a  bellowing  thunder,  the  voice 
of  a  violent  convulsion  that  may  shake  half  a  continent. 
You  know  that  at  your  feet  is  the  grave  of  great  cities  for 
which  there  is  no  resurrection,  as  history  tells  us  that  dynasties 
and  aristocracies  have  passed  away  and  their  name  has  been 
known  no  more  for  ever.  If  I  say  this  to  the  dwellers  upon 
the  slope  of  the  mountain,  and  if  there  comes  hereafter  a 
catastrophe  which  makes  the  world  to  shudder,  am  I  respon¬ 
sible  for  that  catastrophe  ?  I  did  not  build  the  mountain, 
or  fill  it  with  explosive  materials.  I  merely  warned  the 
men  that  were  in  danger. 

So,  now,  it  is  not  I  who  am  stimulating  men  to  the 
violent  pursuit  of  their  acknowledged  constitutional  lights. 
We  are  merely  about  our  lawful  business — and  you  are  the 
citizens  of  a  country  that  calls  itself  free,  yet  you  are  citizens 
to  whom  is  denied  the  greatest  and  the  fiist  blessing  of 
the  constitution  under  which  you  live.  If  the  truth  must 
be  told,  the  Tory  party  is  the  turbulent  party  of  this  nation. 
I  left  the  last  session  of  Parliament  just  about  the  time 
when  the  present  Ministers,  successful  in  their  intrigues, 
acceded  to  office— I  left  the  Parliament  with  a  feeling  of 
sadness,  of  disgust,  and  of  apprehension.  I  said  to  myself, 
I  may  as  well  judge  of  the  future  by  the  past.  The 
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Parliament  of  England  will  not  do  justice  to  the  people  until 
there  happens  something1  that  will  suddenly  open  their  eyes. 
I  remember  what  took  place  in  the  year  1829  when  the 
Duke  of  Wellington  said  :  f  Either  give  political  power  and 
representation  through  Catholic  Members  to  the  Catholics  of 
the  United  Kingdom,  or  encounter  the  peril  and  loss  of 
civil  war  in  Ireland/  Up  to  that  moment  Parliament  had 
refused  to  do  it.  Then  Parliament  consented  and  the  thing 
was  done.  In  1832  you  were  within  twenty-four  hours  of 
revolution  in  this  country.  This  great  class  Avhieh  sits 
omnipotent  in  one  House,  and  hardly  less  so  in  the  other, 
might  then,  and  probably  would  have  been  extinguished, 
and  what  there  would  have  been  left  except  the  people  it 
is  difficult  to  imagine. 

In  1 846,  although  every  intelligent  man  in  every  country 
throughout  the  world  admitted  the  justice  and  force  of  oru’  argu¬ 
ments  against  the  Corn-law,  it  still  required  the  occurrence  of 
a  crushing  and  desolating  famine  in  Ireland— a  famine  which 
destroyed  as  many  lives  in  that  country  as  would  have  been 
destroyed  by  a  great  Avar,  and  which  drove  into  exile  as 
many  of  the  people  of  that  island  as  would  have  been  driven 
into  exile  by  the  most  cruel  and  relentless  conquest — it 
required  all  that  before  the  Parliament  of  England,  the 
men  amongst  whom  I  sit,  and  whose  faces  are  as  familiar 
to  me  as  those  of  any  person  whom  I  knoAv  in  life — I  say 
that  it  required  all  that  before  Parliament  would  consent 
to  give  up  that  intolerable  Avrong  of  taxing  the  bread  of 
an  industrious  people.  Noav,  suppose  that  the  Bill  which 
Avas  brought  into  the  House  last  session  as  a  Franchise  Bill 
only — which  was  done,  as  was  admitted  by  Lord  Russell, 
in  adoption  of  advice  Avhieh  I  had  publicly  given  to  the 
Go\rernment,  and  which  advice  I  believe  was  eminently 
sound,  and  ought  to  be  followed  Avhenever  this  question 
is  dealt  with  again  by  a  Liberal  and  honest  Government — 
I  say,  suppose  that  that  Bill,  instead  of  being  met  with 
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every  kind  of  unfair  and  ungenerous  opposition,  had  been 
wisely  accepted  by  the  House  of  Commons  and  become  law, 
what  would  have  been  the  state  of  the  country  during  the 
present  autumn  and  winter?  It  would  have  been  one  of 
rejoicing  and  congratulation  everywhere;  not  because  the 
Bill  included  everybody  and  satisfied  everybody,  but  all 
working-men  would  have  felt  that  the  barrier  created  at 
the  Reform  Bill,  if  not  absolutely  broken  down,  was  at 
least  so  much  lowered  that  the  exclusion  was  much  less 
general  and  less  offensive.  You  would  have  had  this  result, 
that  we,  the  people  in  these  islands,  would  have  been  no 
longer  two  nations.  We  should  have  felt  more — that  hence- 
forth  we  are  one  people.  Every  element  of  strength  in  the 
country  would  have  been  immeasurably  strengthened,  and 
there  would  have  been  given  even  to  the  humblest  of  the 
unenfranchised  a  feeling  of  hope  which  would  have  led  him 
to  believe  in,  and  to  strive  after,  something  higher  and 
better  than  that  to  which  he  had  hitherto  been  able  to 
attain. 

Now,  who  prevented  this  ?  Surely  we  did  not  prevent  it. 
We  who  thought  we  were  speaking  for  the  general  good 
of  the  people,  we  accepted  the  measure  with  an  honourable 
sincerity  and  fidelity.  We  said  that  it  is  good  to  the  point 
to  which  it  steps  forward.  It  is  perfectly  honest;  it  is  no 
trick  or  subterfuge.  It  will  give  satisfaction  to  some  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands,  and  it  will  give  that  which  is  as  great 
a  boon  — it  will  give  hope  to  millions  whom  it  does  not 
include— and  therefore,  in  perfect  honourableness,  we  accepted 
that  measure.  And  who  opposed  it?  None  other  could 
effectually  oppose  it  than  Lord  Derby  and  the  party  of  which 
he  is  the  acknowledged  and  trusted  leader.  They  and  he 
opposed  and  rejected  that  Bill,  and  they  and  he  are  respon¬ 
sible  for  what  has  been  done  since  in  the  country  as  a 
necessary  and  inevitable  consequence  of  that  rejection.  Lord 
Derby  now  stands  nearest  to  the  Throne,  and  I  venture  to 
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say  that  he  is  not  a  strength  hut  a  weakness  to  that  Throne. 
By  his  conduct — and  by  the  conduct  of  his  party,  which  he 
adopts — he  thwarted  at  once  the  benevolent  intentions  of 
the  Crown  and  the  just  expectations  of  the  people. 

I  confess  that  I  am  astonished  at  the  conduct  of  the 
Tory  party  in  this  matter.  When  the  Bill  was  introduced 
into  the  House  of  Commons,  it  appeared  to  me  to  be  the 
very  last  that  any  statesmen  with  a  spark  of  sense  or  honesty 
could  offer  any  opposition  to,  and  I  did  not  believe  that  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House  there  was,  I  will  say,  if  you 
like,  bitter  partisanship  or  stupidity  enough  to  induce  them 
to  fight  a  combined  battle  with  all  who  would  join  them 
for  the  purpose  of  rejecting  that  Bill.  One  would  suppose 
that  the  present  Government  had  troubles  enough  on  hand 
in  what  is  called  the  sister  country  without  urging  the 
people  to  excitement  here.  Ireland,  as  I  have  described  it 
before  Irishmen,  is  the  favoured  field  on  which  all  the  policy 
of  the  Tory  party  has  been  exhibited,  displayed,  and  tried. 
In  Ireland  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  is  suspended.  Individual 
liberty,  except  by  consent  of  the  Executive,  is  abolished ; 
troops  are  pouring  into  the  country ;  iron-clads,  it  is  said, 
are  ordered  to  the  coast  to  meet  some,  I  hope  and  believe, 
imaginary  foe ;  and  the  country  gentlemen  and  their  families 
are  reported  to  be  fleeing  from  their  ancestral  homes  to  find 
refuge  in  garrison  towns;  and  all  this  is  the  magnificent 
result  of  the  policy  of  that  party  whose  head  and  hope 
is  Lord  Derby.  And  even  now,  up  to  this  very  last 
session  of  Parliament,  that  party  has  had  no  remedy  for  this 
state  of  things  but  that  ancient,  and  rude,  and  savage 
remedy,  the  remedy  of  military  force.  But  with  all  this  in 
Ireland,  greatly  exaggerated,  as  I  hope  and  believe,  by  some 
public  writers,  yet  still  with  enough  to  cause  pain  and 
anxiety,  was  it  a  judicious  course  for  the  present  party 
in  power  to  create  a  great  excitement  in  Great  Britain?  I 
say  that  Lord  Derby,  as  the  representative  of  his  party  in 
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Parliament,  is  himself  the  fomentor  of  discord,  and  that  his 
party,  and  not  onr  party,  is  at  this  moment  the  turbulent 
element  in  English  political  society. 

And  let  me  tell  this  party — I  tell  them  nothing  from  this 
platform  that  I  have  not  told  them  upon  the  floor  of  the 
House  of  Commons  —  let  me  tell  them  that  this  question 
will  not  sleep.  Some  months  ago  there  was  a  remarkable 
convention  held  in  Switzerland  composed  of  men  of  eminence 
and  character,  by  which  an  address  or  memorial  was  pre¬ 
pared  and  forwarded  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
congratulating  them  upon  the  close  of  their  gigantic  struggle, 
and  upon  the  establishment  of  universal  freedom  through¬ 
out  the  wide  bounds  of  the  republic.  There  was  a  passage 
in  that  memorial,  an  expression  of  true  philosophy  and  true 
statesmanship,  to  this  effect :  f  Unfinished  questions  have  no 
pity  for  the  repose  of  nations/  That  referred  to  the  great 
question  of  negro  slavery;  but  it  is  just  as  true  when  it 
is  applied  to  the  question  before  us,  where  from  five  to  six 
millions  of  grown  men  in  this  United  Kingdom,  under  a 
Constitutional  Government  and  with  a  representative  system, 
are  shut  out  directly  and  purposely  from  that  Constitution 
and  Representation.  This  great  question  which  we  are  de¬ 
bating  to-night  is  an  unfinished  question,  and,  as  the  Swiss 
express  it,  it  will  have  no  pity  for  the  repose  of  this  nation 
until  it  is  a  finished  question. 

I  observed  to-day,  in  a  newspaper  considered  by  some 
to  be  of  great  authority,  that  the  working-men  are  sup¬ 
posed  by  what  are  called  our  betters — for  that  paper  only 
writes  for  our  betters— they  are  supposed  to  have  now  done 
enough,  and  they  are  exhorted— by  the  very  hand,  probably, 
which  during  the  whole  of  the  last  session  of  Parliament 
was  doing  all  it  could  against  them  —  to  stand  still  and 
wait  for  the  action  of  Parliament.  But  it  is  the  same 
Parliament,  it  is  the  same  House  of  Commons  which  I  left 
with  sadness  and  apprehension  in  July  last.  There  are  in 
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it  yet  the  men  who,  on  our  side  of  the  House,  betrayed  the 
cause  which  they  were  supposed  to  sit  there  to  defend,  and 
the  only  change  that  we  know  of  is,  that  the  men  who 
threw  out  with  all  terms  of  ignominy  the  Bill  which  we 
wished  to  pass  last  session,  are  now  and  will  be  in  February 
next — if  they  do  not  break  in  pieces  before — they  will  he 
then  on  the  Treasury  bench,  and  will  take  that  leading  and 
authoritative  position  in  the  House  which  belongs  to  the 
Ministers  of  the  Crown. 

I  differ  from  this  writer  altogether;  I  would  not  put 
any  confidence  in  the  course  to  he  taken  by  this  House  of 
Commons  if  I  were  a  man  unenfranchised  and  asking  for  a 
vote.  I  should  like  them  to  tell  me  that  they  had  wholly 
repented  of  the  cheers  with  which  they  met  all  those  vile 
and  violent  imputations  upon  your  character.  My  opinion 
is  this  :  that  your  duty,  your  obvious  duty  —  a  duty  from 
which  you  cannot  escape — is  to  go  on  as  you  have  begun, 
to  perfect  in  every  part  of  the  country  your  organisation  in 
favour  of  your  enfranchisement.  It  is  to  bring  every  society 
with  which  you  are  connected,  to  give  itself  for  a  time — it 
will  only  be  a  short  time — to  the  working  out  of  your  political 
redemption.  I  should  advise  you,  whether  you  are  supporters 
of  the  Reform  League  in  London,  or  are  connected  in  any 
way  with  the  Reform  Union  of  Manchester  or  any  similar 
association,  to  establish  a  system  of  small,  but  weekly  or 
monthly  contributions.  Do  not  allow  my  friend  Mr.  Beales 
—  or  my  ancient  friend  and  political  brother,  Mr.  George 
Wilson  of  Manchester  —  do  not  allow  them  to  want  the 
means  to  carry  on  and  direct  the  great  societies  of  which 
they  are  chiefs.  And  let  me  beg  of  you,  more  than  all  else, 
to  have  no  jealousies  amongst  each  other.  Give  our  Chair¬ 
man  his  due ;  give  Mr.  Beales  and  the  council  their  due ; 
give  every  man  who,  with  a  single  eye  to  this  great  question, 
is  working  zealously  in  your  cause,  his  due,  and  help  in 
every  way  you  can  every  honest  endeavour  to  bring  this 
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great  national  question  to  such  a  solid  and  final  issue,  that 
it  shall  no  longer  disturb  the  repose  of  this  nation. 

And  lastly,  I  beg  of  you  to  rise  to  something  like  a  just 
contemplation  of  what  the  great  issue  is  for  which  you  are 
contending.  It  is  to  make  you  citizens  of  one  of  the  noblest 
nations  on  the  face  of  the  earth — of  a  nation  which  has  a 
grand  history  in  the  past,  and  which  I  trust,  partly  through 
your  help,  will  have  a  still  grander  history  in  the  future. 
Let  me  beg  of  you,  then,  and  it  is  the  last  word  I  may  speak 
to  you  to-night,  that,  in  all  you  do,  you  may  he  animated 
by  a  great  and  noble  spirit,  for  you  have  set  your  hands  and 
hearts  to  a  great  and  noble  work. 
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HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  JUNE  20,  1867. 

From  Hansard. 

[The  Government  Reform  Bill  proposed  to  permit  the  vote  to  be  given  by 
« Voting-papers, ’  and  not  to  require  personal  attendance  at  the  Poll.  lhis 
was  objected  to  by  the  Opposition  on  the  ground  that  it  would  afford  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  fraud  and  for  practices  inconsistent  with  freedom  of  election.  T  le 
Government  proposition  was  rejected.] 

I  think,  the  right  hem.  Gentleman  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer  has  concluded  his  speech  with  perfect  fairness, 
and  left  the  decision  to  the  House  in  a  way  worthy  of  the 
position  he  occupies.  Tire  debate  has  been  one  of  considerable 
satisfaction  to  me,  for  whatever  I  may  think  of  the  pro¬ 
position  as  it  now  stands,  I  cannot  conceal  from  myself  the 
fact  that  the  arguments  both  on  this  and  on  that  side  of 
the  House  lead  us  a  great  deal  further  than  the  proposition 
itself;  and  should  end,  after  this  wide  extension  of  he 
suffrao-e,  in  a  change  which  in  almost  every  other  country  has 
Te*  Lde-namely,  in  establishing  the  vote  by  baUot.  There 
are  two  divisions  of  this  question,  and  to  one  of  them 
rioRt  hon.  Gentleman  applied  himself;  and  other  Members  a  so 
touched  upon  the  same-that  is,  with  regard  to  out-voters. 
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I  believe,  if  we  were  establishing  a  system  of  representation 
for  the  first  time,  that  we  should  do  in  counties  what  we  do 
in  boroughs — we  should  take  care  that  all  the  electors  of 
the  counties  should  be  resident  in  the  counties.  A  different 
system  prevails,  and  I  do  not  recommend  that  it  should  be 
interfered  with ;  but  I  suggest  that  you  should  not,  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  the  extension  of  the  present  system  by 
adding  to  the  non-resident  voters,  make  a  substantial  change 
for  which  no  substantial  reason  has  been  given. 

The  lion.  Member  for  the  Tower  Hamlets  has  made  a 
speech— one  of  the  best  and  the  most  convincing  that  I 
have  heard  on  the  subject.  He  referred  to  what  might 
be  done  by  certain  persons  at  certain  Clubs.  The  Reform 
Club  is  very  near  the  Carlton.  If  a  man  wants  to  go  to 
one  he  is  driven,  not  invariably,  but  occasionally,  to  the 
other.  What  the  lion.  Gentleman  says  might  be  done  at 
the  Reform  Club  might  also  be  done  at  the  Carlton.  But 
what  has  been  done?  Take  the  case  of  a  small  Scotch 
county  in  which  there  was  a  contest  at  the  last  election.  The 
losing  candidate  had  a  decided  majority  of  the  resident  voteis 
in  the  county,  and  yet  he  did  not  take  his  seat  in  this  House, 
and  this  through  the  influence  of  large  proprietors  and  of 
strangers  whose  votes  might  be  called  in  question  as  con¬ 
trary,  if  not  to  the  letter,  to  the  spirit  of  the  law.  These 
voters  over-ruled  the  votes  of  the  resident  constituency,  and 
the  candidate  who  had  the  majority  of  the  resident  votes  was 
defeated,  and  his  opponent  is,  I  presume,  at  this  moment 
sitting  somewhere  in  this  House.  [Cries  of  ‘  Name.  ]  Let 
any  Gentleman  who  wants  to  know  the  name  ask  the  Scotch 

Member  who  sits  nearest  him. 

I  trust  that  the  decision  of  the  House  this  session,  and  the 
passage  of  this  Bill,  will  lead  to  a  more  satisfactory  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  country.  I  therefore  hope  that  there  is  no 
Member  of  the  House  who  would  wish  to  see  the  system  I 
have  just  described  indefinitely  extended.  And  I  am  not 
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speaking  as  against  the  influence  of  landed  propiietois  alone; 
there  are  other  influences  that  can  play  this  game.  I  recollect 
some  years  ago,  during  the  discussion  on  the  Corn-laws,  that 
the  friends  of  the  Anti-Corn-law  League  resolved  to  purchase 
freeholds  in  some  counties,  and  threatened  to  change  the 
representation  of  those  counties.  In  a  case  like  that  it  would 
be  a  great  bar  to  such  a  movement,  that  every  voter,  at  the 
time  of  an  election,  should  travel  to  the  county  where  his  free¬ 
hold  was  situate.  It  is  not  the  true  policy  of  the  country— it 
is  contrary  to  the  interests  of  the  country— it  is  opposed  to 
the  purity  and  reality  of  the  electoral  system,  that  you  should 
give  even  to  an  eminent  lawyer  like  the  hon.  and  learned 
Gentleman  on  the  front  bench,  or  to  any  landlord  or  club, 
any  greater  inducement  than  now  exists  to  obtain  votes  m 
counties  where  people  do  not  reside,  for  the  purpose  of  inter¬ 
fering  with  the  real  and  honest  representation  of  the  residents 

of  the  county. 

There  are  many  small  counties — some  in  England,  some  m 
Wales,  and  several  in  Scotland— in  which  there  would  be  no 
difficulty,  under  this  system,  of  placing  as  many  persons  on 
the  register  as  would  defeat  the  honest  rights  of  the  electors 
of  those  counties.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  dwelt  on  the 
success  of  the  system  as  tried  in  the  Universities;  and  some 
Gentlemen  smiled  because  they  thought  he  meant— what  1  am 
sure  he  did  not  mean-that  it  had  proved  successful  m  dis¬ 
lodging  a  late  Member  for  the  University  of  Oxford.  But  t  ia 
is  a  small  matter ;  and,  if  England  were  appealed  to,  England 
would  say  that  it  is  of  great  advantage  to  the  country  ■  ia 
that  dislodgement  has  taken  place.  But  while  the  right  lion 
Gentleman  defends  the  measure  on  account  of  its  success  a 
Oxford  University,  the  right  hon.  Baronet  the  Member  for 
Droitwich  admitted  that  the  case  was  so  entirely  different  i 
he  would  not  base  his  argument  in  favour  of  the  Bill  on  any¬ 
thing  that  had  happened,  or  could  happen,  in  connection  wi  i 
the  fearned  Universities  of  the  country.  The  Committee  on 
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which  the  hon.  Member  for  the  Tower  Hamlets  sat,  had  the 
whole  of  the  matter  before  it ;  and  that  Committee  saw  the 
great  difference  between  the  circumstances  of  the  Universities 
and  of  the  great  constituencies  of  the  country;  and  they 
distinctly — I  know  not  if  they  were  unanimous — rejected  the 
proposition  in  regard  to  the  country  at  large,  and  decided  on 
special  grounds  that  the  plan  might  only  he  safely  adopted  in 
regard  to  the  Universities. 

I  now  pass  to  the  other  branch  of  the  subject.  My  own  belief 
is  that  it  is  bad.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  has  not  the  good  effect 
— and  I  have  never  denied  that  there  is  some  good  in  the 
system — of  open  voting.  It  escapes  from  that  which  you 
have  always  claimed  as  the  great  advantage  of  open  voting, 
that  is,  the  general  publicity  and  influence  of  public  opinion, 
and  what  you  call  the  salutary  effect  of  a  man  performing 
a  great  public  duty  in  the  face  of  his  fellow-men.  It  is 
clear  that  the  whole  of  that  is  got  rid  of  by  his  system. 
[Cheers  and  cries  of f  No/]  It  is  clearly  got  rid  of  so  far  as 
this  system  will  work. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  calls  it  a  permissive  Bill.  Of 
course,  to  individuals  it  is  permissive,  but  on  the  whole 
country  it  can  hardly  be  so  styled.  Wherever,  being  per¬ 
missive,  it  is  employed,  it  will  entirely  secure  the  voter  from 
that  public  opinion  under  which  every  man  in  some  degree 
acts  when  he  goes  to  the  poll  and  gives  his  vote  in  the  face  of 
his  fellow-electors  and  townsmen.  On  the  other  hand,  I  com¬ 
plain  of  it  very  much,  on  this  ground:  that  whilst  it  altogether 
shelters  him  from  public  opinion,  it  does  not  in  the  least  give 
him  the  advantages  of  secret  voting.  The  advantages  of  the 
really  secret  vote  are  these.  You  may  estimate  them  at  less 
than  I  do,  but  I  think  they  are  these — that  when  a  man  votes 
there  is  no  power  on  earth  to  interfere  with  him  but  his  own 
conviction  as  to  what  he  ought  to  do,  and  he  has  a  perfect 
freedom  to  carry  out  these  convictions  in  his  vote. 

Now,  a  proposition  which  is  so  great  a  change  that  it 
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repudiates  all  which  you  have  said  to  be  good  in  open  voting, 
and  does  not  accept  a  single  particle  of  the  good  which  we 
have  said  belongs  to  secret  voting,  at  least  is  not  a  proposition 
which  should  be  accepted  hastily  by  the  House.  The  right 
lion.  Gentleman,  following  the  example  of  many  bon.  Members, 
dwelt  upon  the  expenses  of  county  elections.  I  think  those 
expenses  are  most  deplorable.  I  was  speaking  to  a  Gentleman 
in  this  House  the  other  day  who  said  he  was  a  candidate  tor 
ten  days  in  a  county  which  is  neither  very  large  nor  very 
populous,  and  in  those  ten  days  his  expenses  were  4,000/.  I 
know  another  candidate — I  think  I  am  not  mis-stating  the 
faets — who  polled  2,000  votes,  and  they  cost  him  8,000/.  But 
that  expense  is  by  no  means  all  connected  with  the  carriage 
of  voters  \  a  very  large  portion  is  connected  with  that  hateful 
and  intolerable  system  of  legal  agency,  which  is,  I  believe,  all 
but  universal  in  the  counties,  and  which  unfortunately  pievails 
to  a  very  large  extent  in  a  great  number  of  boroughs.  But 
there  cannot  be  the  smallest  doubt  that  it  is  possible  to  cure 
that  evil  without  this  clause.  With  regard  to  the  resident 
voters  of  a  county,  you  might  establish  and  establish 
cheaply — polling-booths  in  so  many  districts  that  no  man 
will  have  to  go  further  than  he  has  to  go  every  week  to 
market,  and  very  often  be  would  have  to  go  no  further  than 

he  goes  on  Sunday  to  church. 

The  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  Stamford  (Lord  Cranborne), 
who  made  as  good  a  speech  as  could  be  made  in  favour  of  tins 
clause,  spoke  of  persons  who  could  not  get  to  the  poll  sick 
people  and  nervous  people.  I  am  not  speaking  of  the  sick, 
because  we  ought  not  to  make  special  laws  for  a  comparatively 
small  portion  of  the  people,  and  those  who  are  sick  are  much 
better  in  their  rooms  and  in  bed,  than  taking  any  part  what¬ 
ever  in  the  excitement  of  a  contested  election  at  a  time  when 
they  are  suffering  mental  and  bodily  depression.  The  noble 
Lord  said  there  are  many  who  do  not  go  to  the  poll.  I  think 
he  is  entirely  mistaken.  I  have  had  several  contests  in  the 
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course  of  my  political  career.  Two  contests  in  the  city  of 
Durham,  two  or  three  in  the  city  of  Manchester,  and  one  at 
least  in  the  town  of  Birmingham.  I  do  not  believe  that  any 
appreciable  number — I  cannot  say  that  I  ever  heard  of  ten, 
nor  even  five,  in  the  whole  of  these  three  constituencies — who 
could  not  go  to  the  poll  for  any  of  the  reasons  stated  by  the 
noble  Lord. 

There  is  not  the  slightest  doubt  that  his  argument  does  not 
apply  to  the  metropolitan  boroughs,  because  if  there  are  any 
boroughs  which  are  free  from  confusion  and  riot  it  is  those 
boroughs.  Therefore,  I  hold  that  as  regards  this  safeguard 
there  is  nothing  in  it.  But  there  is  this  in  it.  The  noble 
Lord  appears  to  be  wishful — I  will  not  impute  that,  hut  I 
will  say  that  it  will  he  understood  that  he  would  establish 
a  system  which  would  very  nearly  give  the  security  of 
the  Ballot  to  the  rich  people,  and  that  it  is  for  them 
that  this  system  is  mainly  devised.  I  must  leave  hon. 
Gentlemen  opposite  to  imagine  how  long  it  will  be,  if  this 
class  is  adopted,  before  the  Ballot  itself  will  be  established 
amongst  all  other  classes.  Now,  as  regards  the  poorer 
electors.  My  hon.  Friend  (Mr.  Ayrton)  described  what 
would  take  place  with  agents.  There  is  a  wonderful  fertility 
of  invention  at  election  times,  and  clever  agents  would  busy 
themselves  in  the  streets  of  our  boroughs,  and  in  some  parts 
of  the  counties,  with  a  view  of  obtaining  these  polling- 
papers. 

And  what  happens  when  they  have  been  signed  and  sent 
in  ?  You  establish  one  of  the  most  hateful  and  most  un¬ 
heard-of  things  that  can  be  imagined,  which  is  the  giving 
of  votes  by  proxy.  I  understand  that  lately  there  has  been  a 
discussion  in  another  place  on  the  subject  of  voting  by  proxy, 
and  there  is  a  general  impression  that  this  system — which  no 
man  defends  upon  any  principle — will  not  last  long.  There¬ 
fore,  I  hope  the  House  of  Commons  will  not  now  attempt  to 
establish  in  any  shape  anything  so  unprincipled  and  hateful 
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with  regard  to  our  parliamentary  elections  as  this  would  prove 
to  be.  Because,  when  any  person  has  received  a  number  of 
voting-papers  from  any  borough  or  part  of  a  county,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  he  can  either  poll  them  or  not,  as  he  thinks 
fit.  lie  can  hold  them  back,  or  make  a  traffic  of  them.  They 
are  not  exactly  bank  notes ;  but  as  he  holds  them  in  his  hand, 
he  may  traffic  with  them  as  if  they  were  hank  notes.  Now, 

I  think  it 

‘Better  to  bear  the  ills  we  have 
Thau  fly  to  others  that  we  know  not  of.’ 

I  think  the  noble  Lord,  or  at  all  events  some  lion.  Members, 
have  spoken  of  the  character  of  magistrates.  I  am  not  a 
magistrate  myself,  and  I  should  be  sorry  to  depreciate  or 
lower  their  character  in  this  House  or  in  the  country ;  but 
there  is  nothing  that  stands,  as  I  can  see,  between  the  present 
system  of  voting  for  Poor-law  guardians,  and  this,  but  the 
magistrates.  The  magistrates  are  not  infallible.  I  have 
known  many  magistrates  who  were  not  at  all  too  acute  to 
be  taken  in.  And  I  think  the  security  is  not  sufficient  to 
justify  the  House  in  making  the  great  change  proposed. 

The  noble  Lord  made  another  observation,  which  was  very 
unfortunate  for  him,  and  I  am  surprised  that  it  should  have 
escaped  his  lips.  He  went  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  diawiug- 
room  of  the  magistrate  would  be  the  place  of  the  polling- 
booth.  If  I  am  not  very  much  mistaken  in  the  opinion  of 
my  countrymen,  I  think  that  observation  will  sink  veiy  deep 
into  their  minds  and  hearts;  and  if  they  thought  such  a 
thing  were  possible— and  we  have  the  authority  of  the  noble 
Lord  that  it  is  advisable,  and  that  he  admires  it — I  say  that 
is  enough  to  condemn  the  Bill.  The  question  is  this— 
whether  our  whole  system  of  polling  should  be  changed  to 
what  is  right,  or  whether  it  should  be  a  general  system  of 
voting  through  the  Post  Office.  My  own  impression  is,  that 
every  man  who  g  ives  a  vote  should  appear  before  the  recog¬ 
nised  authority  by  whom  that  vote  shall  be  lecoided 
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whether  he  gives  it  openly,  by  saying,  ‘  I  am  So-and-so,  and 
I  have  voted  for  A,  B,  C,  or  D/  or  whether  he  should 
vote  as  Englishmen  do  in  the  Australian  colonies,  by  de¬ 
positing  a  card  or  ticket. 

I  saw  one  hon.  Member  anticipating  what  I  was  going  to 
say  by  the  radiant  smile  which  came  over  his  countenance. 
But  I  am  not  now  asking  for  the  Ballot.  What  I  say  is  this. 
I  prefer  what  now  exists  to  what  you  propose.  Either  let  us 
have  the  open  voting  which  we  have,  and  which  we  all  under¬ 
stand,  and  which  we  have  had  from  time  immemorial,  so  that 
we  understand  the  good  and  evil  of  it,  or  let  us  go  to  that 
more  excellent  way  of  polling  by  the  Ballot.  At  least,  do  not 
let  us  make  a  change,  the  results  of  which  would,  in  my 
opinion,  lead  to  very  great  danger  in  the  corrupt  exercise  of 
the  franchise  throughout  the  country. 

The  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Middlesex  has  to¬ 
night  made  a  curious  speech— and  he  treated  very  lightly  the 
argument  which  had  been  used,  that  if  a  man  had  given  his 
voting-paper  seven  days  before  an  election  in  the  county, 
and  three  days  before  in  the  borough,  he  should  not  he  at 
liberty  to  change  his  mind.  No  doubt  in  the  borough  he 
could  try  to  outwit  his  proxy,  by  being  at  the  poll  when  it 
opened  at  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  then  it  would 
be  a  scuffle  between  him  and  his  proxy  as  to  the  vote  to 
be  given ;  but  generally  speaking,  there  are  many  persons 
who  honestly  change  their  minds  between  the  time  when  the 
election  is  proclaimed  and  the  time  that  it  takes  place.  [c  Oh  ! '] 
Hon.  Members  do  not  appear  to  believe  that  there  is  any 
honest  change  of  opinion.  I  differ  from  them  very  much,  and 
if  Members  of  the  House  of  Commons  by  vast  bodies  can 
change  their  opinions  at  once  on  a  question,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  whatever  that  electors  are  equally  open  to  proper  argu¬ 
ments.  Take  a  case.  Between  the  time  when  an  election 
is  proclaimed  and  the  day  fixed  for  the  polling,  very  often 
a  new  candidate  comes  into  the  field.  Then,  there  is  often 
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something  found  out  about  a  candidate  in  the  field  which 
makes  him  unsatisfactory  to  the  constituency ;  or  some  person 
comes  into  the  field,  and  by  a  speech  of  great  power  affects 
the  votes  of  many  electors.  Yet  by  this  system  a  man  may 
have  within  seven  days  of  the  election  in  the  county,  and 
three  days  of  the  election  in  the  borough,  signed  this  fatal 
voting-paper ;  he  is  committed  to  it,  and  he  is  not  even 
open  to  the  discussion  for  which  I  understand  your  hustings 
are  erected  and  maintained.  I  say  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite 
ought  by  reason  of  their  ancient  principles  not  to  support 
this  proposition. 

The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  concluded  his  speech  by 
saying  that  he  would  take  the  decision  of  the  House  on  this 
matter,  and  I  thought  that  I  observed  on  the  countenance 
of  his  supporters  a  feeling  of  satisfaction,  as  if  probably  they 
would  be  glad  to  relieve  the  Government  of  the  clause  alto¬ 
gether.  Hon.  Gentlemen  have  often  said  that  they  do  not 
like  anything  un-English.  I  shall  not  use  that  phrase, 
because  if  I  were  to  reiterate  it,  I  might  say  with  great 
force  that  hardly  anything  can  be  more  un-English  than  to 
have  a  system  of  this  kind  which  is  to  be  permissive.  Some 
have  argued  in  favour  of  the  permissive  Ballot.  I  must  say 
that  I  have  always  been  opposed  to  the  permissive  Ballot. 
Let  a  question  of  this  kind  work  in  the  public  and  parlia¬ 
mentary  mind,  and  do  not  change  until  you  are  determined 
to  do  the  thing  honestly  and  well.  Then  let  it  be  made  legal 
and  imperative — and  do  not  let  us  have  anything  like  per¬ 
missive  action  on  a  great  and  solemn  question  like  this. 

The  noble  Lord  below  me  (Lord  Elcho)  made  a  suggestion 
to  the  right  hon.  Gentleman;  I  should  be  very  glad  to 
see  the  clause  negatived,  and  I  should  not  be  opposed  at  any 
future  time  to  the  appointment  of  a  committee  to  consider 
the  whole  question  of  our  electoral  system.  There  are  many 
alterations  which  might  be  made  in  that  system,  and  to 
which  I  think  the  House  might  agree  with  very  great 
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advantage.  At  present,  however,  it  seems  to  me  quite  clear, 
and  beyond  all  doubt,  that  in  this  Bill  we  ought  not,  and  I 
believe  we  shall  not,  insert  a  clause  which  will  make  this 
great  change,  on  which  there  has  been  no  inquiry  except  that 
in  i860,  which  inquiry  resulted  in  an  emphatic  condemnation 
of  the  system.  I  say  that  the  country  has  not  asked  for  this. 
The  right  hon.  Gentleman  says  he  thinks  that  it  will  be 
received  with  very  great  favour.  He  is  so  fond  of  his  own 
children  that  he  supposes  everybody  will  admire  the  political 
offspring  he  introduces  into  this  House.  I  think  I  have  met 
a  good  many  persons  during  the  past  four  or  five  months  who 
know  something  about  Reform;  but  I  declare  that  I  never 
met  with  a  single  person  outside  this  House  who  did  not 
speak  of  this  proposal — I  am  afraid  to  use  the  term,  because 
I  do  not  wish  to  deny  that  the  clause  has  been  very  fairly 
introduced — who  have  not  spoken  of  the  proposition  with 
contempt ;  and  I  believe  if  it  were  adopted,  that  it 
would  create  amazement  and  consternation  throughout  the 
country. 

I  shall  say  no  more.  I  admit  that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
has  argued  the  question  fairly  from  his  point  of  view,  and 
has  put  it  before  the  committee  in  a  manner  that  became 
him.  The  matter  is  one  of  very  grave  importance.  The 
only  result  will  be,  if  we  reject  the  clause,  that  the 
question  will  stand  where  it  is,  and  it  will  be  open  to  the 
Government,  or  to  any  Member  of  the  House  who  differs 
from  me,  to  propose,  either  this  session  or  next  session,  a 
select  committee  to  inquire  into  the  whole  question.  In 
conclusion,  therefore,  I  beg  the  committee  not  to  commit  itself 
to  a  thing’  which  nobody  asks  for,  which  is  entirely  novel  with 
regard  to  the  great  constituencies  of  the  country,  and  which 
I,  from  no  party-view  whatsoever  ['Oh,  Oh!']—  I  do  not 
think  there  has  been  a  single  argument  or  fact  used 
to-night  to  show  that  it  would  be  advantageous  to  hon. 
Gentlemen  opposite  more  than  it  would  be  to  this  side 
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of  the  House  ;  therefore,  I  declare  solemnly  I  have  no  feeling 
of  that  kind ; — but  I  believe  it  would  introduce  a  very 
evil  system  into  a  system  which  is  now,  in  some  respects, 
very  good ;  and  therefore  I  entreat  the  House  to  reject  the 
clause  which  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  submitted 
to  them. 
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From  Hansard. 


[An  attempt  was  made  during  the  passing  of  the  Reform  Bill  through  the 
House  of  Commons  to  insert  in  it  a  clause  interfering  with  the  ancient 
rights  of  majorities  in  the  constituencies.  It  was  rejected  by  a  large 
majority,  Mr.  Disraeli  and  the  Government  party  opposing  it.  A  somewhat 
similar  clause  was  inserted  by  the  House  of  Lords,  and  was  agreed  to  by 
the  Commons,  Mr.  Disraeli  and  Ms  friends  now  supporting  what  they  had 
before  strenuously  opposed.  This  speech  was  delivered  in  the  debate  on  the 
Lords’  amendments.] 

I  was  rather  surprised  at  the  speech  of  the  right  bon. 
Gentleman  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  upon  this  point, 
when  I  recollected  the  speech  which  he  delivered  when  the 
same  matter  was  before  the  House  some  few  weeks  ago.  He 
concluded  his  speech  by  admitting  that  his  views  had  not 
changed.  That  I  knew  without  his  saying  it.  It  would 
be  impossible  for  any  person  holding  the  view  he  held  on 
a  former  occasion,  and  seeing  the  subject  so  clearly,  to  have 
changed  Ins  mind  upon  the  matter. 

If  the  House  will  permit  me— though,  perhaps,  I  am 
leading  a  forlorn  hope  after  the  desertion  of  the  Chancellor 
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of  the  Exchequer — I  will  recall  for  a  moment  to  the  House 
what  has  taken  place  on  this  point.  The  right  hon.  Gentle¬ 
man  the  Member  for  Caine  (Mr.  Lowe)  proposed  a  mode  of 
giving  Members  in  these  large  boroughs  to  that  minority 
which  is  alleged  now  to  he  unrepresented.  The  proposal 
of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  was  different  from  that  which 
has  come  down  from  the  House  of  Lords ;  but  although  it 
was  different  it  really  had  the  same  object,  and,  doing  it  in 
a  different  way,  would  have  brought  about  the  same  result. 
[Mr.  Lowe  :  fNoU]  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  says  f  No.’ 
I  do  not  say  it  would  bring  about  the  same  result  with  the 
same  amount  of  minority  in  any  borough.  But  the  general 
result,  would  have  been  the  same.  Whether  you  take  Liverpool, 
Manchester,  Birmingham,  or  Leeds,  the  scheme  of  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  would  have  g’iven  to  minorities  a  representa¬ 
tion  in  this  House,  which  is  precisely  what  in  all  probability 
will  be  done  by  the  clause  which  has  come  down  from  the 
House  of  Lords. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman — and  I  ask  hon.  Members  on 
this  side  of  the  House  to  hear  this  in  mind — acting  in  precise 
accordance  with  the  noble  and  learned  Lord  in  the  Upper 
House  by  whom  this  change  was  proposed,  suggested  his 
change  as  a  corrective  of  the  liberal,  or  probably  he  would 
have  said  democratic,  character  of  the  Bill  before  the  House. 
He  did  not  propose  it  as  a  portion  of  a  grand  scheme  to  give 
to  every  person  in  the  country,  whether  one  of  a  minority  or 
one  of  a  majority,  a  representative  in  this  House,  but  as  a 
proposal  made  necessary  by  the  extravagant  and  perilous 
character  of  the  Bill  which  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  has 
introduced,  and  which  has  been  supported  with  so  much 
good-will  by  hon.  Gentlemen  on  that  as  well  as  on  this 
side  of  the  House.  That  proposal  was  supported  by  the 
noble  Lord  the  Member  for  Stamford  (Viscount  Cranborne), — 
who  has  been  perfectly  consistent  in  everything  he  has 
done  on  this  question, — and  by  all  those  Gentlemen  opposite 
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who  differ  from  the  Government  with  regard  to  the  question 
of  Parliamentary  Reform.  It  was  also  supported  by  certain 
Members  on  this  side  who  are  in  favour  of  representing  mino¬ 
rities — not  because  it  is  the  corrective  of  a  democratic  measure, 
hut  because  they  think  that  everybody  should  be  represented. 

I  understood  that  the  hon.  Member  for  Westminster  (Mr. 
Mill)  took  that  view.  He,  in  a  long  and  very  able,  though 
I  must  say,  arising  probably  from  the  nature  of  the  subject,  in 
a  somewhat  intricate  speech,  explained  it  as  the  plan  proposed 
by  Mr.  Hare.  But  that  plan  is  by  no  means  a  plan  of  repre¬ 
senting  minorities.  It  is  a  plan  for  representing  everybody, 
in  a  peculiar  way,  and  probably  could  not  he  accomplished 
hy  any  other  plan  offered  to  the  country. 

I  think  we  have  a  right  to  complain  of  the  hon.  Member 
for  Westminster  and  his  friends,  not  that  they  are  in  favour 
of  representing  everybody,  hut  that  they  are  in  favour  of 
a  proposal  like  this,  which  really  does  not  represent  every¬ 
body,  hut  strikes  off  a  large  portion  of  the  representative 
power  which  the  population  of  this  country  enjoys;  and 
does  not  effect  in  any  degree  that  which  my  hon.  Friend 
and  his  friends  wish  to  be  done  by  the  establishment  of 
Mr.  Hare's  system.  It  appears  to  me  that  they  have  been 
taken — I  want  a  suitable  word  to  express  my  contempt  for  the 
proposal  without  expressing  in  the  slightest  degree  anything 
offensive  to  hon.  Members  on  this  side ;  no  man  can  conceive 
for  a  single  moment  that  the  hon.  Member  for  Westminster, 
in  the  view  he  has  held  on  this  question,  has  been  actuated 
by  any  hut  the  most  honourable  motives,  perfectly  consistent 
with  everything  he  has  written  or  said  on  the  subject — hut 
I  say  they  have  been  taken  by  the  phrase  that  in  these  four 
great  boroughs  you  are  about  to  give  to  the  minorities  a 
power  which  they  do  not  now  possess.  They  therefore  see  in 
it,  in  some  small  degree,  an  approach  to,  or  the  admission 
of,  a  principle  or  of  a  plan  which  my  hon.  Friend  and  his 
friends  support,  in  which  everybody  would  be  represented, 
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and  such  thing’s  as  majorities  and  minorities  no  long'd 
known. 

I  think  those  Gentlemen  who  are  in  favour  of  Mr.  Hare's 
plan  are  not  in  the  slightest  degree  bound  to  support  this 
plan.  There  is  no  intention  at  present  on  the  part  of  the 
Government,  or  on  the  part  of  this  House,  or  of  the  House 
of  Lords,  or  of  any  one  in  the  country,  to  establish  Mr. 
Hare's  plan  in  this  country.  Carrying  therefore  this  pro¬ 
posal  only,  or  anything  likely  to  follow  this,  is  an  unmixed 
injustice  to  the  boroughs  thus  treated,  is  not  likely  to  lead 
to  the  plan  of  Mr.  Hare  being  adopted,  and  in  all  probability 
will  create  so  much  ill-will  in  a  large  borough  to  which  it  may 
be  applied,  that  we  may  be  farther  than  ever  from  taking 
Mr.  Hare's  plan  into  consideration.  When  this  question 
was  formerly  before  the  House  of  Commons  the  division 
was  one  of  a  very  remarkable  character.  There  were  some 
Members  on  this  side  voted  writh  some  Members  on  the 
other  side.  There  was  a  majority  of  140  against  the  pro¬ 
posal.  The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  made  a  speech 
on  that  occasion  more  earnest  and  full  of  feeling  than  any 
other  speech  he  has  made  during  the  protracted  discussion 
on  this  Bill.  But  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  now  says  the 
proposal  was  carried  by  a  great  majority  in  the  House  of 
Lords.  The  majority  there  was  but  90 — here  it  was  140. 
A  majority  so  large  on  a  question  which  so  particularly  affects 
us  and  our  constituencies  —  a  majority  of  140 — is  much  more 
important  in  a  matter  of  this  kind  than  a  majority  of  90  in 
the  other  House. 

I  do  not  recollect  the  precise  words  of  the  Chancellor  of 
the  Exchequer,  but  I  think  he  said  it  was  a  scheme  to  intro¬ 
duce  into  the  House  all  sorts  of  crotchety  people.  I  have  no 
objection  to  crotchety  people.  I  believe  there  must  be  all  sorts 
of  people  in  this  House.  I  have  never  been  in  any  Parliament 
in  which  there  has  not  been  at  least  one  Member  generally 
believed  by  the  rest  of  the  Members  to  be  not  quite  strong — 
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and  excuses  were  made  for  his  eccentric  conduct  because  he 
was  not  as  responsible  as  others.  That,  probably,  will  always 
be  the  case  in  the  House  of  Commons.  The  Chancellor 
of  the  Exchequer  said  he  did  not  want  the  introduction  of 
crotchety  people,  but  he  condemned  the  proposal  on  stronger 
grounds,  on  grounds  of  the  highest  policy  and  constitutional 
principles.  The  Gentlemen  I  see  opposite,  and  those  not 
before  convinced — as  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  the  Member 
for  Oxfordshire  (Mr.  Henley)  was — accepted  the  arguments 
of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer.  I  cannot  presume  to 
say  that  they  were  influenced  by  my  arguments,  although 
I  offered  them  with  as  much  force  as  I  could.  I  think 
the  arguments  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  were 
unanswerable. 

Then  what  did  Lord  Derby  say  in  the  House  of  Lords? 

I  presume  we  can  speak  of  exalted  persons  who  send  Amend¬ 
ments  down  here  from  an  exalted  place.  Lord  Dei  In 
said  the  principle  was  entirely  unconstitutional,  and  that 
<  Its  mischief  would  only  be  bounded  by  the  extent  or 
the  narrowness  of  its  operation/  I  shall  not  pretend  to 
have  a  greater  reverence  for  Lord  Derby  than  lion.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite  have ;  I  have  often  thought  him  rash ;  I 
have  often  thought  him  unwise;  and  I  have  often  had 
occasion  during  twenty-four  years  of  political  life  to  be  in 
opposition  to  his  views.  But  I  think  when  he,  as  Prime 
Minister,  having  considered  this  question  of  Reform  minutely 
since  last  session,  expresses  so  strong  an  opinion  on  a  point 
of  this  nature,  is  backed  by  the  opinion  of  the  Chancellor  of 
the  Exchequer  and  of  his  friends,  and  is  backed  by  a  vote  of 
more  than  300 — I  forget  how  many  voted,  but  the  majority 
was  140— I  have  a  right  to  state  that  his  opinion  as  Prime 
Minister  on  a  matter  of  this  nature  is  one  we  should  not 
lio-htly  pass  by.  I  think  lion.  Gentlemen  opposite,  if  they 
will  bear  in  mind  the  tone  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer, 
will  feel  that  he  adhered  to  his  original  opinion,  and  would 
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have  preferred  that  the  House  of  Lords  had  not  made  the 
alteration.  I  think  they  may  feel  that  they  will  only  be 
carrying’  out  what  is  for  the  true  interest  of  the  country,  and 
what  is  the  true  wish  of  the  Government,  if  they  adhere  to 
the  vote  they  gave  when  the  question  was  before  us  on  a 
former  occasion. 

I  said  I  thought  our  vote  of  more  importance  than  that  of 
the  House  of  Lords.  I  do  not  pretend  to  say  the  House  of 
Lords  has  not  full  power  to  consider  this  Bill  and  pass  amend¬ 
ments  upon  it.  They  have  the  legal  and  the  constitutional 
power  to  do  that,  and  we  have  no  right  to  call  it  in  question. 
But  in  a  matter  affecting  the  fundamental  principles  of  our 
representation,  affecting  the  power  of  our  representatives  —  of 
a  considerable  number  of  the  Members  of  this  House — affect¬ 
ing  the  status  of  Members  of  this  House— the  opinion  and 
vote  of  the  House  of  Commons  is  necessarily  and  must  be  of 
more  weight  than  the  vote  of  the  House  of  Lords.  It  is 
a  question  of  delicacy.  It  is  possible  that  the  House  of  Lords 
would  not  enter  into  any  contest  with  regard  to  this,  and  that 
whatever  the  House  of  Commons  may  decide  to  do  will  be 
accepted  with  that  moderation  and  dignity  to  which  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  has  paid — as  he  believes,  and  as  I  hope — so 
just  a  tribute.  What  is  the  change  you  are  about  to  make? 
It  is  a  fundamental  change.  There  is  no  precedent  for  it  in  our 
Parliamentary  history.  You  affect  by  it  the  very  foundation 
of  what  I  may  call  the  constitution  of  your  constituencies. 

I  have  said  elsewhere  that  the  alteration  proposed  has  never 
been  asked  for.  The  hon.  Member  for  North  Warwickshire 
(Mr.  Newdegate),  I  understand,  presented  a  petition  in  favour 
of  it  from  Birmingham.  I  am  sorry  it  should  come  from 
Birmingham — that  there  should  be  a  petition  from  Birming¬ 
ham  signed  by  a  number  of  persons  in  favour  of  the  change. 
[Mr.  Newdegate:  ‘  4,000  P]  Well,  I  will  not  dispute  about 
numbers  in  regard  to  a  town  of  400,000  inhabitants.  That  is 
not  an  overwhelming  consideration,  especially  as  the  4,000 
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have  just  smarted  from  a  defeat — I  will  not  say  an  ignomi¬ 
nious  one,  for  it  Was  not  ignominious.  At  all  events  they 
have  not  been  able  to  seat  a  Member  for  the  minority,  having 
been  outvoted  by  their  fellow-townsmen.  I  am  sorry  that 
men  who  were  unable  to  return  their  candidate  for  Birming¬ 
ham  by  a  fair  majority  should  come  and  ask  this  House,  in 
obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the  House  of  Lords,  to  allow  him 
to  take  his  seat  by  the  votes  of  the  minority.  With  the 
exception  of  that  case  this  proposal  has  never  been  asked  for 
from  the  House  of  Commons,  by  any  constituency,  by  petition, 
or  at  any  public  meeting.  Never  has  there  been  a  minority 
defeated  fairly — I  speak  not  of  drink,  or  coercion,  or  bribery, 
and  corruption —  who  did  not  accept  that  defeat  in  a  fair  spirit, 
and  look  forward  to  the  time  when,  by  the  growth  of  their 
opinions  and  of  their  numbers,  that  minority  would  ultimately 
become  a  majority. 

For  six  hundred  years  —  as  far  as  our  Parliamentary  annals 
o>o  hack,  and  one  of  the  learned  Clerks  at  the  table  can  tell  us 

O'  . 

how  far  they  go  hack — the  principle  of  Parliamentary  election 
has  been  this,  that  the  majority  of  the  voices  of  a  constituency 
to  which  the  writ  of  the  Crown  has  issued  should  elect 
a  Member  or  Members  to  sit  in  this  House,  and  no  others. 
Bear  this  in  mind.  You  are  urged  to  accept  a  proposal  of 
a  most  important  character,  which  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer  has  denounced  in  the  strongest  language,  of  which 
Lord  Derby  says  the  mischief  can  only  be  bounded  by  the 
narrowness  of  its  operation— when  it  has  never  come  before 
the  public  for  discussion.  In  all  the  discussions  which  have 
taken  place  this  year  or  last  year,  at  all  the  meetings  which 
have  been  held,  under  roof  or  the  open  sky,  there  has 
been  no  debate,  discussion,  or  consideration  of  the  principle 
now  offered  to  us  in  this  clause  as  it  has  come  down  to  this 
House.  I  would  suggest,  without  unfairly  urging  my  views, 
that  the  blouse  of  Commons  should  at  least  suspend  its  judg¬ 
ment  in  favour  of  this  proposal  until  it  has  been  a  longer 
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period  before  the  country,  and  the  constituencies  have  had  an 
opportunity  of  considering'  it  and  making  up  their  minds 
upon  it. 

It  is  often  said  that  we  are  not  delegates ;  but  if  we  are  not 
delegates,  we  are  not  rulers.  We  are  sent  here  to  represent 
the  general  views  of  our  constituents.  We  have  morally  no 
power  to  cut  off  the  influence  of  those  constituents — to  make 
fundamental  changes  in  the  constitution,  and  to  vary,  alter, 
and  overthrow  the  practice  of  six  hundred  years.  This  House 
is  not  in  favour  of  it;  a  majority  of  140  voted  against  it. 
You  have  no  moral  right,  therefore,  to  agree  to  such  a  pro¬ 
posal,  because  a  House  which  is  not  representative,  which  has 
no  direct  influence  in  the  matter,  and  no  Member  of  which 
can  vote  for  a  Member  of  this  House,  or  without  the  infringe¬ 
ment  of  our  rules  influence  a  vote  at  his  election,  chooses  to 
suggest  it.  It  is  an  unintelligible  and  unbelievable  thing 
that  this  House  should  under  these  circumstances  agree  to 
a  proposal  which  makes  this  fundamental  change  in  our  con¬ 
stitution,  which  alters  and  cripples  the  power  of  four  of  the 
largest  constituencies  in  the  kingdom.  What  are  these  four 
constituencies  you  are  asked  thus  to  treat  ?  I  appeal  to  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer ;  I  know  some  of  the  difficulties 
of  his  position.  Still  he  is  accessible  to  reason,  and  he  has 
been  disposed  to  take  the  House  very  much  into  his  confidence. 
If  a  census  were  taken,  those  four  boroughs  would  be  found  to 
contain  a  population  of  nearly,  if  not  quite,  1,500,000.  What 
was  done  when  the  Bill  was  passing  through  Committee  ?  It 
was  proposed  that  an  additional  Member  should  be  given  to 
several  boroughs.  First  of  all,  six  boroughs  were  proposed 
for  this  honour.  The  number  was  afterwards  limited  to  four. 
The  hon.  Member  for  Liverpool  proposed  that  three  should  have 
an  additional  Member.  The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  in 
a  moment  of  very  good-humour,  got  up  at  the  table  and  said, 

(  Not  three,  but  four  additional  Members  shall  be  given/  He 
not  only  received  the  proposal  handsomely,  but  he  dealt  with  it 
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generously,  and  gave  four  Members  to  four  of  the  largest 
boroughs. 

Look  at  those  four  boroughs.  There  is  Liverpool,  with  its 
commercial  interests,  and  with  perhaps  the  largest  port  in 
the  world.  Look  at  Manchester,  wdth  its  400,000  population, 
and  vast  manufacturing  interests-.  Look  at  Birmingham,  the 
very  centre  and  heart  of  the  island,  also  with  a  population  of 
400,000,  and  with  interests  which  I  need  not  describe,  because 
they  are  wrell  known  to  the  House.  Look  at  Leeds,  the 
centre  and  capital  of  the  county  of  York.  [Mr.  Leeman  :  ‘  No, 
no  ! J]  My  lion.  Friend  the  Member  for  York  is  quite  at 
liberty  to  dispute  that ;  still  the  House  will  not  say  that 
I  have  overcharged  the  picture  in  describing  these  four 
boroughs.  They  asked  the  House  to  grant  them  additional 
representation.  They  wanted  more  than  one  new  Member. 
They  said  that  their  population  was  great,  their  interests  beyond 
arithmetical  computation,  and  their  influence  in  the  country 
large.  They  asked  the  House  for  greater  representation.  The 
House  unanimously  consented,  for  I  will  undertake  to  say 
there  was  as  much  satisfaction  on  that  side  as  theie  was  on 
this,  when  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  said  that  he  would 
give  these  additional  Members  to  the  four  boroughs  I  have 
named.  If  it  were  a  question  of  minorities,  I  might  say  to 
my  hon.  Friend  behind  me  and  to  others,  There  are  these 
1,500,000  in  those  four  boroughs  who  are  now  represented  by 
eight  Members  only,  and  if  this  Bill  passes  they  will  have 
twelve  Members  only— I  am  not  speaking  whether  they  sit 
on  that  side  of  the  Flouse  or  this— I  believe  my  opinion 
would  be  exactly  the  same,  and  just  as  strong,  if  I  repre¬ 
sented  any  other  of  the  boroughs,  as  it  is  representing 
Birmingham. 

As  the  Bill  comes  from  the  Upper  House  these  four  boroughs 
would  have  twelve  representatives,  and  when  there  was  a 
great  question  before  the  country— as  for  example  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  character  of  the  administration,  or  the  question  of 
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a  further  change  in  Parliamentary  representation,  or  the  con¬ 
dition  of  Ireland — and  I  might  mention  many  other  questions 
in  which  the  case  would  arise— these  twelve  Members  would 
be  eip-ht  on  one  side  of  the  House  and  four  on  the  other,  and 

O 

the  four  on  the  one  side  would,  of  course,  neutralize  four  out 
of  the  eight  sitting  on  the  other.  So  that,  assuming  party 
ties  to  he  adhered  to,  these  four  boroughs  with  a  million  and 
a  half  of  population  would  be  so  entirely  emasculated  and 
crippled  by  the  proposal  now  submitted  to  the  House,  that 
really  only  four  names  would  be  found  affecting  any  of  those 
g'reat  questions  to  which  I  have  referred.  I  do  not  think 
anybody  is  prepared  to  deny  that  statement. 

I  put  it  the  other  day  at  Manchester  in  this  way — that  the 
borough  of  Salford,  which  is  only  part  of  Manchester,  is  to 
return  two  Members  under  this  Bill,  and  that  Manchester 
itself  is  to  return  three  Members.  But  nothing  can  be  more 
clear  than  this — that  in  all  great  divisions  in  this  blouse 
henceforth,  if  this  proposal  be  admitted,  the  voice  of  Man¬ 
chester  will  be  less  potent  than  the  voice  of  Salford.  I  say 
that  is  utterly  at  variance  with  all  the  principles  of  represen¬ 
tation,  and  with  the  whole  practice  of  the  Constitution  of  this 
country.  But  what  can  the  House  say  to  these  boroughs  ? 
When  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  accepted  the  proposal 
of  the  lion.  Member  for  Liverpool,  and  when  the  House 
entirely  agreed  with  him,  and  when  these  boroughs  expressed 
the  great  satisfaction  which  they  felt  at  the  mode  in  which 
they  had  been  treated,  there  was  not  a  single  syllable  said 
that  in  giving  these  new  Members  you  were  to  give  them  in 
such  a  manner  as  should  not  increase,  but  should  actually 
diminish  their  power  in  this  House.  There  is  no  ease  on 
record  in  the  annals  of  Parliament  in  which  a  borough,  how¬ 
ever  small  in  point  of  Members  and  contemptible  in  influence 
in  comparison  with  these  I  have  mentioned,  has  ever  been 
treated  in  a  manner  so  unfair,  so  ungenerous,  and  so  unjust. 
I  can  speak  for  Manchester,  and  I  can  speak  for  Birmingham, 
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and  I  say  that  the  great  majority  of  the  present,  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  future  constituents — nay,  a  great  majority  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  these  two  great  towns,  would  have  rejected,  as  I 
certainly  should  have  voted  against,  the  proposal  that  addi¬ 
tional  Members  were  to  he  given  to  them — if  I  had  believed 
the  House  would  only  consent  to  give  more  Members  under 
this  crippling  and  injurious  clause. 

There  is  one  other  point  before  I  have  done,  and  I  put  this 
to  hon.  Members.  We  have  a  preliminary  election  which  is 
called  the  nomination.  We  have  the  hustings,  the  candi¬ 
dates,  the  electors,  and  the  population  all  gathered  round. 
The  name  of  every  candidate  is  submitted  to  the  electors,  and 
every  elector  who  is  present  is  called  upon  hy  the  returning 
officer  to  hold  up  his  hand  in  favour  of  the  candidate  of  his 
choice.  If  there  be  no  contest,  and  nobody  demands  a  poll, 
the  lifting  up  of  the  hand  is  made  the  actual  and  conclusive 
election  of  the  Members.  How  are  you  to  reconcile  that  con¬ 
stitutional  practice  with  this  unconstitutional  innovation? 
Here  is  a  man  who  can  vote  in  Birmingham,  Manchester, 
Liverpool,  or  Leeds  at  the  hustings  for  three  candidates — 
three  Liberals  or  three  Conservatives — I  have  nothing  to  do 
with  party  in  this  matter,  and  I  should  think  it  contemptible 
to  introduce  a  question  of  party  into  it.  That  man  at  the 
hustings  will  hold  up  his  hand  for  the  three  candidates  he 
wishes  to  be  elected.  When  he  goes  to  the  poll,  should  one 
be  demanded,  following'  out  the  constitutional  process  already 
began,  he  ought  to  be  able  to  vote  for  all  the  Members  to  be 
elected,  but  under  this  system  he  is  only  to  vote  for  two. 
Therefore,  you  establish  an  extraordinary  and  entirely  novel 
and  unconstitutional  difference  and  discrepancy  between  the 
preliminary  election  at  the  hustings,  and  the  subsequent  and 
final  election  at  the  poll. 

What  you  are  wanting  to  do  is  a  thing  which  is  absurd 
upon  the  face  of  it.  You  take  a  constituency  which  has 
always  hitherto  been  held  to  be  a  united  and  compact  body, 
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and  you  propose  that  it  should  return  two  voices  at  one  elec¬ 
tion,  and  that  by  an  arrangement  ordered,  not  by  this  House, 
but  recommended  by  the  other  House  of  Parliament,  this 
constituency  is  to  speak  in  two  voices — one  end  of  the  con¬ 
stituency  shall  be  allowed  to  say  this,  and  the  other  end  shall  be 
allowed  to  say  that.  There  are  jugglers  whom  we  have  seen 
exhibiting*  their  clever  tricks — pouring  out  port,  champagne, 
milk,  and  water  from  one  and  the  same  bottle.  The  proposal 
resembles  this.  The  scheme  is,  that  an  electoral  body,  by  a 
peculiar  contrivance  hitherto  unknown,  and  I  will  undertake 
to  say,  if  ever  heard  of,  only  despised,  shall  not  be  asked,  but 
shall  be  made  to  do  this — to  return  two  Members  to  sit  on 
this  side  and  one  on  the  other,  or  vice  versa. 

We  are  told  that  the  result  will  be  admirable,  because  we 
shall  put  an  end  to  animosities,  contests,  and  the  expenditure 
of  elections — in  fact,  nothing  is  to  be  so  charming  as  the 
tranquillity  and  good-humour  to  prevail  in  all  these  boroughs. 
But  look  at  Huntingdon.  There  has  been  the  greatest  tran¬ 
quillity  in  that  borough  for  the  last  thirty  years.  Ever 
since  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  (General  Peel)  went  there,  I 
believe  there  has  been  hardly  a  single  contest.  In  all  that 
time  nothing  can  be  more  admirable  than  the  way  things 
have  been  managed.  But  Huntingdon  is  not  a  centre  of 
political  life.  If  all  the  boroughs  of  England  were  like 
Huntingdon,  the  political  life  of  the  country  would  be  ex¬ 
tinguished — its  freedom  would  be  extinguished — and  when 
once  England's  freedom  has  gone,  I  wonder  what  there  would 
be  left  in  the  country  worth  preserving. 

One  word  of  caution,  if  the  House  will  permit  me,  before 
I  close.  You  are  about  to  give  to  many  hundred  thousands 
of  your  countrymen,  not  hitherto  possessing  it,  a  vote  for  a 
representative  in  Parliament.  Lord  Derby  said  last  night, 
or  a  night  or  two  ago,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that  you  were 
taking  a  leap  in  the  dark,  and  he  trusts  somehow  or  other 
that  the  ground  upon  which  you  are  about  to  alight  will  be 
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soft,  and  that  you  will  not  he  much  injured.  But  you  are 
admitting-  this  number  of  persons  who  have  never  hitherto 
had  a  vote  in  boroughs,  and  you  oug’ht  to  be  guided  by  the 
ancient  principles  of  the  Constitution,  by  those  principles 
which  have  been  laid  down  for  us  by  our  ancestors  and  fore¬ 
fathers.  You  want  those  you  are  admitting  to  the  franchise 
to  be  guided  by  the  ancient  principles  of  the  Constitution 
in  all  that  they  do  when  they  have  power,  in  order  that 
they  may  not  depart  from  that  great  chart  which  I  hope 
in  some  degree  they  have  studied,  and  which  was  laid 
down  hy  our  forefathers  in  this  House.  Suppose  you  depart 
from  it  in  this  matter  that  we  are  now  discussing,  and  in¬ 
troduce  something  entirely  novel,  something  that  cannot  he 
defended  by  argument — for  nobody  in  my  opinion  has  ever 
attempted  to  defend  it — the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
never  heard  of  an  argument  about  it  which  he  thought  worth 
answering — if  you  introduce  something  so  entirely  novel  and 
so  offensive,  is  it  not  possible  that  those  who  will  have  the 
power  after  this  Bill  passes  may  think  also  that  there  are 
many  fantastic  things  which  they  might  do,  and  doing 
them  would  be  as  much  justified  as  the  House  is  now  in 
doing  this  ? 

When  I  have  addressed  great  meetings  of  my  countrymen  I 
have  always  advised  them  to  adhere  strongly  to  that  which  is 
constitutionally  and  morally  right.  If  they  at  any  future  time, 
whilst  I  am  in  Parliament  or  in  any  degree  of  prominence 
before  the  country,  attempt  to  do  things  with  regard  to  your 
class  or  order  which  I  believe  to  be  morally  or  constitutionally 
wrong,  I  shall  be  as  firm  in  opposing  them  as  I  have  been 
in  supporting  the  rights  which  they  nave  demanded.  And 
I  lament  over  the  possibility  of  such  a  proposal  as  this  being 
acceded  to,  because  I  am  certain  that  it  will  afford  an  example 
hereafter  to  those  who  may  wish  to  follow,  not  m  this  precise 
direction,  but  in  some  other  direction  which  they  may  equally 
justify,  but  which  may  be  very  perilous  and  injurious  to 
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the  country.  I  enter  my  protest  against  this  proposal  on 
all  grounds.  I  enter  it  as  one  of  the  Members  for  a  great 
constituency  to  which  the  other  day  you  offered  an  addi¬ 
tional  Member,  and  from  which  you  are  now  about  to  take 
one-half  of  their  present  political  power.  I  say  that  con¬ 
stituency  would  prefer  that  the  Member  you  are  about  to 
give  it  had  been  given  to  Keighley,  St.  Helen's,  Barnsley, 
or  Luton,  as  first  proposed,  than  that  it  should  be  given  under 
such  conditions  as  you  now  wish  to  impose. 

I  saw  5,000  men  only  two  nights  ago  in  the  Free  Trade 
Hall  in  Manchester.  It  was  not  a  packed  meeting.  Every¬ 
body  in  Manchester  had  a  right  to  go.  I  believe  about 
i,ooo  paid  to  do  so,  and  4,000  or  5,000  went  in  free.  They 
unanimously  passed  a  Petition  that  has  been  presented  to¬ 
night  by  my  lion.  Friend  the  Member  for  Manchester,  and 
in  it  they  prayed  the  House  to  do  one  of  three  things. 
They  asked  that  either  the  borough  might  be  divided  as  in 
the  case  of  Glasgow — and  why  should  Glasgow  be  in  a  better 
position  as  to  its  third  Member  than  Liverpool,  or  Birming¬ 
ham,  or  Manchester,  or  Leeds  ? — or  that  the  majority  should 
decide  the  election  as  at  present,  or,  failing  either  of  these 
courses,  that  the  House  should  withdraw  the  fatal  gift  of  an 
additional  Member  who  is  merely  to  be  paired  off  against  one 
of  their  present  Members.  Will  you  refuse  that  Petition? 
Has  there  ever  been  a  case  like  this  in  the  annals  of  the  Eng¬ 
lish  Parliament,  where  a  great  constituency  besought  you  not 
to  confer  upon  them  additional  representation  because  you 
were  going  to  give  it  in  a  manner  notoriously  destructive 
of  their  existing  political  power  ? 

I  say,  then,  as  one  of  the  Members  for  Birmingham,  I 
wholly  protest  against  this  proposal .  What  will  you  do  with 
my  Colleague  if  I  should  he  humiliated  to  sit  for  a  borough 
in  which  I  cannot  say  that  I  have  been  elected  by  the  majority 
of  the  voices  of  the  constituency?  What  will  you  say  to 
the  Member  for  the  minority  of  Birmingham?  Suppose  we 
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had  had  within  the  last  few  months  three  Members  for 
Birmingham,  and  suppose,  which  is  an  impossible  supposition, 
that  my  lamented  Friend  and  late  Colleague  had  been  the 
Member  for  the  minority.  At  his  death  there  must  have 
been  a  new  writ  issued  for  a  Member  for  Birmingham.  Would 
you,  by  any  clause  in  this  Bill,  or  in  any  future  Bill,  prevent 
the  majority  of  that  constituency  from  voting  for  his  suc¬ 
cessor  ?  What  could  you  do  in  such  a  case  ?  Or  suppose 
that  my  hon.  Colleague  the  Member  for  the  minority  in  a 
future  Parliament,  if  I  should  be  unfortunate  enough  to  he 
associated  with  such  an  one,  proved  serviceable  to  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  and  Lord 
Derby  invited  him  to  take  a  seat  in  his  Government.  Under 
this  very  Bill  you  have  enacted  that  those  who  take  certain 
offices  shall  be  re-elected.  But  if  he  went  down  as  Member 
for  the  minority  of  Birmingham,  who  is  to  elect  him  ?  Do 
you  think  the  two-thirds  who  support  myself  and  Colleague 
would  be  so  condescending  as  to  return  your  minority 
Member  to  sit  as  a  part  of  a  Government  to  which  they  are 
opposed  ? 

The  whole  matter  is  so  monstrous  and  so  unconstitutional, 
that  I  feel  that  I  am  humiliating  you  and  myself  in  discussing 
it.  No,  I  am  not  humiliating  you,  because  you  do  not  believe 
in  it — you  believe  in  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer.  Well, 
the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  in  one  of  the  most  impres¬ 
sive  speeches  ever  made  in  this  House-— and  no  man  speaks 
more  impressively  than  he  does  when  he  speaks  from  his 
heart — opposed  this  scheme.  You  believed  him,  and  voted 
with  him.  He  thinks  now  as  he  thought  then.  He  has 
followed  my  speech  from  beginning  to  end,  and  there  is  not  a 
single  word  which  he  is  prepared  at  this  moment  to  con¬ 
tradict.  This  is  not  a  question  of  mere  convenience  to  the 
Government  or  of  acquiescence  with  the  House  of  Lords. 
The  House  of  Lords  has  done  what  it  thought  was  right,  and 
if  you  should  disagree,  the  House  of  Lords  will  consult,  not 
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only  the  interests  of  the  country  and  the  dignity  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  hut  its  own  dignity,  in  acquiescing  in 
the  view  you  take. 

You  are  a  responsible  and  representative  body.  You  have 
powers — though  they  cannot  be  written  exactly ;  and  though 
you  cannot  take  a  clause  from  the  Constitution  which  shall 
strictly  define  them,  you  have  powers  that  are  far  above  the 
powers  of  the  Monarchy  or  of  the  aristocracy  in  the  House  of 
Peers.  Of  those  powers  you  cannot  divest  yourself.  They 
spring  from  the  very  source  of  your  existence,  for  you  come 
from  the  people  throughout  the  length  and  breadth  of  the 
country.  You  cannot  and  you  dare  not — I  say  you  dare  not 
— betray  their  rights  and  desert  their  interests.  I  am  afraid 
the  right  hon.  Gentleman  will  say  I  am  speaking  strongly 
and  passionately,  because  I  am  one  of  the  Members  wbose 
constituents  are  interested  specially  in  this  matter.  I  do  not 
deny  it.  I  should  be  ashamed  of  myself  if  I  did  not  admit 
that  it  made  some  difference  in  the  earnestness  and  warmth 
of  my  feelings  with  regard  to  it.  But  if  I  went  out  of  the 
House  to-night — and  I  would  rather  go  out  of  it  to-night 
than  vote  for  this  proposal  or  sit  for  a  constituency  as  the 
representative  of  the  minority — if  I  were  to  leave  the  House 
to-night  and  never  to  return  to  it,  I  should  entertain  the 
same  feeling,  and  should  express  it  with  the  same  warmth 
and  earnestness  with  which  I  submit  my  views  at  this 
moment  to  the  House. 

May  I  ask  the  House  to  lift  themselves  just  for  a  moment 
from  any  narrow  view  of  party  ?  It  is  not  a  question  of 
party ;  let  us  put  that  aside  altogether.  Let  us  not  suppose 
for  a  moment  that  we  are  going  to  injure  or  aid  the  Govern¬ 
ment — there  is  nothing  of  that  kind  in  it.  It  will  be  greatly 
to  the  credit  of  Lord  Derby  and  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
in  regard  to  the  historic  character  of  their  measure  that  it 
should  not  be  defaced  by  a  great  evil  like  this.  I  am  speaking 
in  their  interest  as  much  as  any  can  do  who  have  supported 
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this  Bill.  Let  us,  therefore,  get  rid  of  the  feeling’  of  party— 
of  the  feeling  that  we  are  going  to  vote  for  or  against  the 
Government.  Let  us  get  rid  of  all  feeling  except  that  this 
change  has  been  recommended  to  us  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
in  which  there  cannot  be  either  the  same  knowledge  or  the 
same  interest  in  the  matter  which  exists  in  this  House.  Let 
us  look  at  this  simply  as  it  refers  to  the  great  body  in  whose 
names  we  sit  and  speak  here.  Let  us  look  at  it  in  reference  to 
that  grand  old  freedom  which  our  forefathers  struggled  for 
and  secured,  and  maintained,  and  the  advantages  of  which, 
from  the  day  of  our  birth  till  this  hour,  we  have  been  con¬ 
stantly  enjoying.  If  this  proposal  had  come  before  this 
House  at  the  time  when  the  great  men,  the  giants  of  the 
English  Constitution,  sat  in  this  House,  they  would  have 
treated  it  in  a  manner  far  less  decorous  than  we  shall  treat 
it.  There  is  no  name  that  appears  among  the  great  men  of 
that  day,  parents  of  English  freedom,  which  would  not  have 
been  found  among  the  names  of  those  who  shall  this  day  say 
‘  No  \’  to  the  mischievous  proposition  sent  down  to  us  by  the 
House  of  Lords. 
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COVENT  GARDEN  THEATRE,  DECEMBER  19,  1845. 

[During  the  agitation  for  the  repeal  of  the  Corn-laws,  the  Anti-Corn-law 
League  held  many  great  meetings  in  Covent  Garden  Theatre,  at  which 
Mr.  Cobden,  Mr.  Bright,  Mr.  C.  P.  Villiers,  and  other  prominent  advocates 
of  Pree  Trade,  spoke  on  the  great  question  of  the  day.  The  following 
speech  was  delivered  at  one  of  these  celebrated  Covent  Garden  meetings, 
held  immediately  after  the  temporary  resignation  of  Sir  Robert  Peel.] 


During  the  last  month,  I  have  visited,  as  one  of  a  depu¬ 
tation  from  the  Council  of  the  League,  many  towns  in  this 
country.  I  have  been  present  at  meetings  in  Lancashire, 
Cheshire,  Yorkshire,  Nottinghamshire,  Derbyshire,  Gloucester¬ 
shire,  Staffordshire,  Somersetshire,  and  now  in  Middlesex; 
and  I  am  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  agitation  now 
in  progress  throughout  this  kingdom  is  one  of  no  common 
or  trivial  character.  Notwithstanding  the  hope  that  my 
Friend  who  has  just  addressed  you  has  expressed,  that  it 
may  not  become  a  strife  of  classes,  I  am  not  sure  that  it 
has  not  already  become  such,  and  I  doubt  whether  it  can 
have  any  other  character.  I  believe  this  to  be  a  'movement 
of  the  commercial  and  industrious  classes  against  the  lords 
and  great  proprietors  of  the  soil. 
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Within  the  last  fifty  years  trade  has  done  much  for  the 
people  of  England.  Our  population  has  greatly  increased ; 
our  villages  have  become  towns,  and  our  small  towns  large 
cities.  The  contemned  class  of  manufacturers  and  traders 
has  assumed  another  and  a  very  different  position,  and  the 
great  proprietors  of  the  soil  now  find  that  there  are  other 
men  and  interests  to  he  consulted  in  this  kingdom  besides 
those  of  whom  they  have  taken  such  great  care  through  the 
legislation  which  they  have  controlled.  In  the  varying  for¬ 
tunes  of  this  contest  we  have  already  seen  one  feeble 
and  attenuated  Administration  overthrown,  and  now  we  see 
another,  which  every  man  thought  powerful  and  robust, 
prostrate  in  the  dust.  It  is  worth  while  that  the  people, 
and  that  statesmen,  should  regard  this  result,  and  learn  from  it 
a  lesson.  What  was  it  that  brought  the  Whig  Government 
down  in  1841,  and  what  is  it  that  has  brought  down 
Sir  Robert  Peel  now?  Have  not  we  good  grounds  for 
asserting  that  the  Corn-law  makes  it  impossible  for  any 
party  longer  to  govern  England  during  its  continuance? 
No  statesman  dare  now  take  office  upon  the  understanding 
that  he  is  to  maintain  the  system  which  the  Protectionists 
have  asserted  to  be  a  fundamental  principle  in  the  constitution 
of  the  kingdom. 

We  have  heard  that  the  Whig  Government  left  the  country 
in  gieat  distress,  and  its  financial  affairs  in  much  embarrass¬ 
ment.  But  no  one  has  ever  pointed  out  the  particular  acts  of 
that  Government  which  made  the  revenue  deficient.  It  was  not 
the  taking  off  of  taxes  injudiciously— it  was  not  a  more  than 
oidinaiily  extravagant  expenditure  of  the  public  funds  which 
produced  that  effect ;  but  it  was  the  collapse  of  the  national 
industry  it  was  the  failure  of  the  sources  whence  flow  the 
prosperity  of  our  trade,  a  calamity  which  arose  from  deficient 
harvests,  {hose  deficient  harvests  being  destructive  to  our 
trade  and  industry,  because  the  Corn-law  denied  to  us  the 
power  of  repairing  the  mischief  by  means  of  foreign  supplies. 
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Great  landed  proprietors  may  fancy  that  trade  is  of  small 
importance;  but  of  this  we  are  at  present  assured,  that  no 
Government  can  maintain  its  popularity  or  keep  up  its  power 
so  long’  as  we  liave  deficient  harvests  and  restriction  on  the 
importation  of  foreign  food. 

Under  such  a  state  of  things,  how  is  social  order  to  be 
preserved?  When  prices  are  high  the  revenue  invariably 
declines,  and  higher  taxes  must  be  imposed ;  general  dis¬ 
content  prevails,  because  there  is  general  suffering;  and 
the  Government,  whatever  be  its  party  name,  or  however 
numerous  may  be  its  supporters  in  either  House  of  Parliament, 
must,  under  these  circumstances,  first  become  unpopular,  and 
then,  finally,  become  extinct.  We  are  now  brought  to  this 
conclusion,  that  the  continuous  government  of  this  country  by 
any  administration  is  totally  incompatible  with  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  Corn-laws.  Lord  John  Russell  acknowledges 
it,  and  Sir  Robert  Peel,  by  bis  sudden  retirement  from  office, 
bas  given  his  testimony  to  the  fact.  But  there  are  men  who 
deny  it;  such  men,  for  example,  as  Sir  John  Tyrrell  and 
Mr.  Bramston,  the  latter  celebrated,  I  believe,  as  the  leader  in 
the  great  lard  debate.  These  men,  down  in  Essex,  speak  of 
Sir  Robert  Peel  in  the  most  opprobrious  language.  They  say 
they  are  glad  that  the  ‘  organised  hypocrisy^  is  at  an  end — that 
they  are  delighted  that  f  the  reign  of  humbug  is  over ;’  that 
they  are  astounded  at  the  perfidy  and  treachery  of  the  men 
whom  they  lifted  into  office.  It  is  neither  perfidy  nor 
treachery  of  which  they  have  to  complain.  Sir  Robert  Peel 
cannot,  any  more  than  other  men,  do  impossibilities ;  and  it 
is  an  impossibility  to  govern  this  country  with  the  Corn-law 
in  existence.  Sir  John  Tyrrell,  and  the  like  of  him,  do  not 
shrink  from  the  heavy  responsibility  of  attempting  this 
impossible  task;  but  Sir  Robert  Peel  does  shrink  from  it. 
Sir  Robert  Peel  is  in  a  very  different  position  from  that  which 
they  occupy.  The  country  has  a  hold  upon  him ;  he  is 
responsible,  and  as  Prime  Minister  he  knows  that  he  must  be 
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held  responsible.  But.,  further,  he  is  responsible  also  to 
posterity,  and  no  man  more  than  Sir  Robert  Peel  wishes  to 
stand  well  upon  the  page  of  his  country's  history.  But  as  for 
the  squires,  the  country  has  no  hold  upon  them  ;  it  expects 
nothing  from  them,  and  will  make  them  responsible  for 
nothing.  The  Tyrrells  and  the  Bramstons  are  lost  amid  the 
herd  of  squires,  and  nobody  can  lay  hold  of  them  to  make 
them  atone  for  national  calamities.  And  if  the  country  has 
no  hold  upon  them,  certainly  posterity  has  none.  No  man 
who  records  the  history  of  this  period  will  ever  write  long 
paragraphs  about  the  Tyrrells  and  the  Bramstons.  All  that 
posterity  will  know  of  these,  and  of  such  as  these,  will  be 
communicated  to  them  upon  a  marble  tablet  in  some  obscure 
parish  church. 

This  contest  has  now  been  waged  for  seven  years  ;  it  was 
a  serious  one  when  commenced,  but  it  is  a  far  more  serious 
one  now.  Since  the  time  when  we  first  came  to  London  to 
ask  the  attention  of  Parliament  to  the  question  of  the  Corn- 
law,  two  millions  of  human  beings  have  been  added  to  the 
population  of  the  United  Kingdom.  The  table  is  here  as 
before;  the  food  is  spread  in  about  the  same  quantity  as 
before;  but  two  millions  of  fresh  guests  have  arrived,  and 
that  circumstance  makes  the  question  a  serious  one,  both  for 
the  Government  and  for  us.  These  two  millions  are  so  many 
arguments  tor  the  Anti-Corn-law  League — so  many  emphatic 
condemnations  of  the  policy  of  this  iniquitous  law.  I  see 
them  now  in  my  mind's  eye  ranged  before  me,  old  men  and 
young  children,  all  looking  to  the  Government  for  bread; 
some  endeavouring  to  resist  the  stroke  of  famine,  clamorous 
and  turbulent,  but  still  arguing  with  us  ;  some  dying  mute 
and  uncomplaining.  Multitudes  have  died  of  hunger  in  the 
United  Kingdom  since  we  first  asked  the  Government  to 
repeal  the  Corn-law,  and  although  the  great  and  powerful 
may  not  regard  those  who  suffer  mutely  and  die  in  silence, 
yet  the  recording  angel  will  note  down  their  patient  endur- 
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ance  and  the  heavy  guilt  of  those  by  whom  they  have  been 
sacrificed. 

We  have  had  a  succession  of  skirmishes ;  we  now  approach 
the  final  conflict.  It  may  he  worth  while  to  inquire  who  and 
what  are  the  combatants  in  this  great  battle  ?  Looking 
in  the  columns  of  the  newspapers,  and  attending,  as  I  have 
attended,  hundreds  of  meetings  held  to  support  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  Free  Trade,  we  must  conclude,  that  on  the  face 
of  it  the  struggle  is  that  of  the  many  against  the  few.  It  is 
a  struggle  between  the  numbers,  wealth,  comforts,  the  all  in 
fact,  of  the  middle  and  industrious  classes,  and  the  wealth, 
the  union,  and  sordidness  ot  a  large  section  of  the  aristocracy 
of  this  empire ;  and  we  have  to  decide, — for  it  may  be  that 
this  meeting  itself  may  to  no  little  extent  be  the  arbiter  in 
this  great-  contest, — we  have  to  decide  now  in  this  great 
struo'ffle,  whether  in  this  land  in  which  we  live,  we  will  longer 
bear  the  wicked  legislation  to  which  we  have  been  sub¬ 
jected,  or  whether  we  will  make  one  effort  to  right  the  vessel, 
to  keep  her  in  her  true  course,  and,  if  possible,  to  bring  her 
safely  to  a  secure  haven.  Our  object,  as  the  people,  can  only 
be,  that  we  should  have  good  and  impartial  government  for 
everybody.  As  the  whole  people,  we  can  by  no  possibility 
have  the  smallest  interest  in  any  partial  or  unjust  legislation  : 
we  do  not  wish  to  sacrifice  any  right  of  the  richest  or  most 
powerful  class,  but  we  are  resolved  that  that  class  shall  not 
sacrifice  the  rights  of  a  whole  people. 

We  have  had  landlord  rule  longer,  far  longer  than  the  life 
of  the  oldest  man  in  this  vast  assembly,  and  I  would  ask  you 
to  look  at  the  results  of  that  rule,  and  then  decide  whether  it 
be  not  necessary  to  interpose  some  check  to  the  extravagance 
of  such  legislation.  The  landowners  have  had  unlimited  sway  in 
Parliament  and  in  the  provinces.  Abroad,  the  history  of  our 
country  is  the  history  of  war  and  rapine :  at  home,  of  debt, 
taxes,  and  rapine  too.  In  all  the  great  contests  in  which  we 
have  been  engaged  we  have  found  that  this  ruling  class  have 
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taken  all  the  honours,  while  the  people  have  taken  all  the 
scars.  No  sooner  was  the  country  freed  from  the  horrible 
contest  which  was  so  long  carried  on  with  the  powers  of 
Europe,  than  this  law,  by  their  partial  legislation,  was  enacted 
— far  more  hostile  to  British  interests  than  any  combination 
of  foreign  powers  has  ever  proved.  We  find  them  legislating 
corruptly  :  they  pray  daily  that  in  their  legislation  they 
may  discard  all  private  ends  and  partial  affections,  and 
after  prayers  they  sit  down  to  make  a  law  for  the  purpose 
of  extorting  from  all  the  consumers  of  food  a  higher  price 
than  it  is  worth,  that  the  extra  price  may  find  its  way 
into  the  pockets  of  the  proprietors  of  land,  these  pro¬ 
prietors  being  the  very  men  by  whom  this  infamous  law 
is  sustained. 

In  their  other  legislation  we  find  great  inequality.  For 
example,  they  deal  very  leniently  with  high  gaming  on  the 
turf,  and  very  severely  with  chuck-farthing  and  pitch  and 
toss.  We  find  them  enacting  a  merciless  code  for  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  wild  animals  and  vermin  kept  for  their  own  sport ; 
and,  as  if  to  make  this  law  still  more  odious,  we  find  them 
entrusting  its  administration,  for  the  most  part,  to  sporting 
gentlemen  and  game  preservers.  We  find  throughout  England 
and  Wales,  that  the  proportion  of  one  in  eleven  of  our  whole 
population  consists  of  paupers ;  and  that  in  the  south  and 
south-western  counties  of  England,  where  squiredom  has  never 
been  much  interfered  with,  the  pauperism  is  as  one  to  seven 
of  the  whole  population.  We  find,  moreover,  that  in  Scotland 
there  is  an  amount  of  suffering  no  less,  perhaps,  though  not  so 
accurately  set  down  in  figures.  We  find  the  cottages  of  the 
peasantry  pulled  down  in  thousands  of  cases,  that  the  popula¬ 
tion  on  the  landed  estates  may  be  thinned,  and  the  unfortunate 
wi etches  driven  into  the  towns  to  procure  a  precarious  sup¬ 
port,  or  beyond  the  ocean,  to  find  a  refuge  in  a  foreign  land. 
But  in  that  country  across  the  Channel,  whence  we  now  hear 
the  wail  of  lamentation,  where  trade  is  almost  unknown, 
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where  landowners  are  predominant  and  omnipotent,  we 
find  not  one  in  seven,  but  at  least  half  the  population 
reduced  to  a  state  which  may  be  termed  a  condition  of 
pauperism. 

The  men  who  write  for  Protectionist  newspapers  some¬ 
times  heap  their  scorn  upon  the  inhabitants  of  the  American 
republic.  New  York  is  that  State  of  the  Union  in  which 
there  is  the  most  pauperism,  for  to  that  State  the  stream 
of  emigration  from  this  country  and  from  Ireland  flows ;  and 
yet  in  that  State,  the  most  pauperised  in  the  whole  republic, 
there  is  only  one  pauper  to  every  184  of  the  population. 
It  is  true  that  they  have  not  an  hereditary  peerage  to  trust 
to.  They  know  nothing  there  of  a  House  of  Lords,  seventy 
or  eighty  Members  of  which  deposit  their  legislative  power  in 
the  hands  of  one  old  man.  It  is  not  a  wise  thing  for  the 
hereditary  peerage  and  the  Protectionist  party  to  direct  the 
attention  of  the  people  of  this  country  to  the  condition  of  the 
American  republic.  We  do  not  expect  perfection  either  in 
the  New  World  or  in  the  Old ;  all  we  ask  is,  that  when  an 
abuse  is  pointed  out,  it  may  be  fairly  and  openly  inquired 
into,  and,  if  it  be  proved  to  be  an  abuse,  honestly  abated. 

I  am  always  fearful  of  entering  upon  the  question  of  the 
condition  of  that  portion  of  our  working  population  amongst 
whom  these  squires  and  lords  principally  live ;  but  I  find  that 
those  newspapers  which  stand  in  a  very  ambiguous  character 
before  the  public,  which  sometimes  are,  and  sometimes  are 
not,  the  organs  of  the  Government,  but  are  always  organs 
which  play  a  tune  that  jars  upon  the  nerves  of  the  people 
— I  find  those  papers  are  now  endeavouring  to  play  the  old 
game  of  raising  hostile  feelings  in  the  manufacturing  dis¬ 
tricts  between  the  employers  and  the  employed.  Let  them 
write;  bread  has  risen  too  much  within  the  last  six  months, 
and  within  the  last  two  months  trade  has  suffered  too  sad  a 
reverse,  for  their  writing  to  have  any  effect  now.  There  is 
the  most  cordial,  complete,  and,  I  believe  I  may  add,  lasting 
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union  amongst  all  classes  in  the  manufacturing  districts  in 
reference  to  this  cause.  But  how  stands  the  case  in  the  rural 
districts  ?  Can  the  Protectionists  call  a  meeting  in  any  town 
or  village  in  the  kingdom,  giving  a  week’s  notice  of  their 
intention  to  call  their  tenants  together,  and  imagine  that  they 
will  have  a  vote  in  favour  of  Protection  ? 

They  sometimes  think  we  are  hard  upon  the  aristocracy. 
They  think  that  the  vast  population  of  Lancashire  and  York¬ 
shire  are  democratic  and  turbulent.  But  there  are  no 
elements  there,  except  that  of  great  numbers,  which  are  to 
be  compared  in  their  dangerous  character  with  the  elements 
of  disaffection  and  insubordination  which  exist  round  about 
the  halls  and  castles  of  this  proud  and  arrogant  aristocracy. 
You  have  seen  in  the  papers,  within  the  last  fortnight,  that 
the  foul  and  frightful  crime  of  incendiarism  has  again  ap¬ 
peared.  It  always  shows  itself  when  we  have  had  for  some 
short  time  a  high  price  of  bread.  The  Corn-law  is  as  great 
a  robbery  of  the  man  who  follows  the  plough  as  it  is  of  him 
who  minds  the  loom,  with  this  difference,  that  the  man  who 
follows  the  plough  is,  of  the  two,  nearest  the  earth,  and  it 
takes  less  power  to  press  him  into  it.  Mr.  Benett,  one  of 
the  Members  for  Wiltshire,  at  an  agricultural  meeting  held 
not  long  since,  made  a  very  long  speech,  in  which  he  said 
some  remarkable  things — the  most  remarkable  being,  that  if 
he  had  again  to  come  into  the  world,  and  had  the  option  of 
choosing  the  particular  rank  or  class  in  society  to  which  he 
would  belong,  after  reviewing,  I  believe,  a  period  of  about 
seventy  years,  he  confessed  that  he  would  choose  to  be  an 
agricultural  labourer.  Now,  this  sentiment  is  certainly  of  a 
very  novel  character  ;  and  it  is  one  worth  examining,  coming, 
as  it  did,  from  a  man  who  had  at  one  time,  I  am  told,  a  pro¬ 
perty  of  eight  or  ten  thousand  a-year  in  land. 

Now,  what  is  the  condition  of  this  agricultural  labourer, 
for  whom  they  tell  us  Protection  is  necessary  ?  lie  lives  in 
a  parish  whose  owner,  it  may  be,  has  deeply  mortgaged  it. 
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The  estate  is  let  to  fanners  without  capital,  whose  land  grows 
almost  as  much  rushes  as  wheat.  The  had  cultivation  of  the 
land  provides  scarcely  any  employment  for  the  labourers,  who 
become  more  and  more  numerous  in  the  parish ;  the  com¬ 
petition  which  there  is  amongst  these  labourers  for  the  little 
employment  to  be  had,  bringing  down  the  wages  to  the  very 
lowest  point  at  which  their  lives  can  be  kept  in  them.  They 
are  heart-broken,  spirit-broken,  despairing  men.  They  have 
been  accustomed  to  this  from  their  youth,  and  they  see 
nothing  in  the  future  which  affords  a  single  ray  of  hope. 
We  have  attended  meetings  in  those  districts,  and  have  been 
received  with  the  utmost  enthusiasm  by  these  l’ound-ffocked 
labourers.  They  would  have  carried  us  from  the  carriage 
which  we  had  travelled  in,  to  the  hustings;  and  if  a  silly 
squire  or  a  foolish  farmer  attempted  any  disturbance  or  im¬ 
proper  interference,  these  round-frocked  men  were  all  around 
us  in  an  instant,  ready  to  defend  us ;  and  I  have  seen  them 
hustle  many  a  powerful  man  from  the  field  in  which  the 
meeting  was  being  held. 

If  there  be  one  view  of  this  question  which  stimulates  me 
to  harder  work  in  this  cause  than  another,  it  is  the  fearful 
sufferings  which  I  know  to  exist  amongst  the  rural  labourers 
in  almost  every  part  of  this  kingdom.  How  can  they  be  men 
under  the  circumstances  in  which  they  live?  During  the 
period  of  their  growing  up  to  manhood,  they  are  employed  at 
odd  jobs  about  the  farm  or  the  farm-yard,  for  wages  which 
are  merely  those  of  little  children  in  Lancashire.  Every  man 
who  marries  is  considered  an  enemy  to  the  parish ;  every 
child  who  is  bom  into  the  world,  instead  of  being  a  subject  of 
rejoicing  to  its  parents  and  to  the  community,  is  considered 
as  an  intruder  come  to  compete  for  the  little  work  and  the 
small  quantity  of  food  which  is  left  to  the  population.  And 
then  comes  toil,  year  after  year,  long  years  of  labour,  with 
little  remuneration ;  but  perhaps  at  sixty  or  seventy,  a  gift  of 
20 s.  and  a  coat,  or  of  2 1.,  from  the  Agricultural  Society, 
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because  they  have  brought  up  a  large  family,  and  have  not 
committed  that  worst  of  all  sins,  taken  money  from  the 
parochial  rates.  One  of  their  own  poets  has  well  expressed 
their  condition : — 

‘ A  blessed  prospect — 

To  slave  while  there  is  strength — in  age  the  workhouse, 

A  parish  shell  at  last,  and  the  little  bell 
Toll’d  hastily  for  a  pauper’s  funeral !’ 

But  the  crowning  offence  of  the  system  of  legislation  under 
which  we  have  been  living  is,  that  a  law  has  been  enacted,  in 
which  it  is  altogether  unavoidable  that  these  industrious  and 
deserving  men  should  be  brought  down  to  so  helpless  and 
despairing  a  condition.  By  withdrawing  the  stimulus  of 
competition,  the  law  prevents  the  good  cultivation  of  the  land 
of  our  country,  and  therefore  diminishes  the  supply  of  food 
which  we  might  derive  from  it.  It  prevents,  at  the  same 
time,  the  importation  of  foreign  food  from  abroad,  and  it  also 
prevents  the  growth  of  supplies  abroad,  so  that  when  we  are 
forced  to  go  there  for  them  they  are  not  to  be  found.  The 
law  is,  in  fact,  a  law  of  the  most  ingeniously  malignant 
character.  It  is  fenced  about  in  every  possible  way.  The 
most  demoniacal  ingenuity  could  not  have  invented  a  scheme 
more  calculated  to  bring  millions  of  the  working  classes  of 
this  country  to  a  state  of  pauperism,  suffering,  discontent, 
and  insubordination  than  the  Corn-law  which  we  are  now 
opposing. 

And  then  a  fat  and  sleek  dean,  a  dignitary  of  the  church  and 
a  great  philosopher,  recommends  for  the  consumption  of  the 
people— he  did  not  read  a  paper  about  the  supplies  that  were 
to  be  had  in  the  great  valley  of  the  Mississippi,  but  he  said 
that  there  were  Swede  turnips  and  mangel- wurzel; — and  the 
Hereditary  Earl  Marshal  of  England,  as  if  to  out-herod  Herod 
himself,  recommends  hot  water  and  a  pinch  of  curry-powder. 

I  was  rejoiced,  not  for  the  sake  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  for 
I  pitied  him,  but  still  I  was  in  my  heart  rejoiced  when  I  saw 
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the  speech  which  he  had  made  in  Sussex.  The  people  of 
England  have  not,  even  under  thirty  years  of  Corn-law  in¬ 
fluence.,  been  sunk  so  low  as  to  submit  tamely  to  this  insult 
and  wrong.  It  is  enough  that  a  law  should  have  been  passed 
to  make  your  toil  valueless,  to  make  your  skill  and  labour 
unavailing  to  procure  for  you  a  fair  supply  of  the  common 
necessaries  of  life — hut  when  to  this  grievous  iniquity  they 
add  the  insult  of  telling  you  to  go,  like  beasts  that  perish, 
to  mangel-wurzel,  or  to  something  which  even  the  beasts 
themselves  cannot  eat,  then  I  believe  the  people  of  Eng¬ 
land  will  rise,  and  with  one  voice  proclaim  the  downfall  of 
this  odious  system. 

This  law  is  the  parent  of  many  of  those  grievous  fluctua¬ 
tions  in  trade  under  which  so  much  suffering  is  created  in  this 
commercial  kingdom.  There  is  a  period  coming — it  may  be 
as  bad  or  worse  than  the  last — when  many  a  man,  now  feeling 
himself  independent  and  comfortable  in  his  circumstances,  will 
find  himself  swept  away  by  the  torrent,  and  his  goodly  ship 
made  a  complete  week.  Capital  avails  almost  nothing ; 
fluctuations  in  trade  we  have,  such  as  no  prudence  can  guard 
against.  We  are  in  despair  one  year,  and  in  a  state  of  great 
excitement  in  the  next.  At  one  time  ruin  stares  us  in  the 
face,  at  another  we  fancy  that  we  are  getting  rich  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  Not  only  is  trade  sacrificed,  but  the  moral  character 
of  the  country  is  injured  by  the  violent  fluctuations  created 
by  this  law.  And  now  have  we  a  scarcity  coming  or  not? 
They  say  that  to  he  forewarned  is  to  be  forearmed,  and  that  a 
famine  foretold  never  comes.  And  so  this  famine  could  not 
have  come  if  the  moment  we  saw  it  to  be  coming  we  had  had 
power  to  relieve  ourselves  by  supplies  of  food  from  abroad. 
The  reason  why  a  famine  foretold  never  comes,  is  because 
when  it  is  foreseen  and  foretold,  men  prepare  for  it,  and  thus  it 
never  comes.  But  here,  though  it  has  been  both  foreseen  and 
foretold,  there  is  a  law  passed  by  a  paternal  legislature,  re¬ 
maining  on  the  statute-book,  which  says  to  twenty-seven 
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millions  of  people,  ‘  Scramble  for  what  there  is,  and  if  the 
poorest  and  the  weakest  starve,  foreign  supplies  shall  not 
come  in  for  fear  some  injury  should  be  done  to  the  mortgaged 
landowners/ 

Well,  if  this  class  of  whom  I  have  spoken  have  maintained 
this  law  for  thirty  years — if  they  continued  it  from  1838  to 
1842 — be  assured  that  no  feeling  of  mercy,  no  relenting,  no 
sympathy  for  the  sufferings  of  the  people,  will  weigh  one 
atom  in  the  scale  in  making  them  give  up  the  law  now. 
They  have  no  one  to  whom  they  can  look  for  a  promise  to 
maintain  it ;  but  we  have  some  one  to  whom  to  look  for  a 
promise  to  repeal  it.  But  the  promises  of  Lord  John  Russell, 
or  any  other  minister,  are  entirely  conditional.  He  knows 
that  he  alone  cannot  repeal  the  Corn-law.  I  had  almost  said 
that  the  overturning  of  the  monarchy  would  be  a  trifle  com¬ 
pared  with  the  touching  of  the  pockets  of  the  squires.  Lord 
J ohn  Russell  himself  has  said  that  it  can  only  be  done  by 
the  unequivocal  expression  of  the  public  will.  How  is  this 
expression  to  be  made  ?  By  meetings  such  as  this,  and 
by  the  meetings  which  myself  and  others  have  seen  in  all 
parts  of  the  kingdom ;  and  also  by  preparations  of  the  most 
active  character  for  that  general  election  which,  in  all  human 
probability,  is  near  upon  us. 

I  believe  you  have  heard  that  we  had  a  meeting  in  Man¬ 
chester  the  other  day,  which  was  attended  by  more  of  the 
wealth  and  influence  of  that  district  than  I  have  ever  seen 
assembled  at  a  meeting  of  the  same  numbers  before.  It  was 
resolved  on  Tuesday  to  have  a  general  meeting  of  all  those 
who  are  wishful  to  support  the  League  111  this  great  and 
final  struggle.  It  has  been  announced  that  the  Council  of  the 
League  are  calling  upon  their  friends  throughout  the  country 
to  raise  a  fund  of  250,000 /.  for  the  purpose  of  being  ready  in 
any  emergency,  and  for  the  sake  of  maintaining  before  the 
ranks  of  the  Protectionists,  at  least,  as  bold  and  resolute  a 
character  as  we  have  maintained  for  the  past  seven  years. 
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Now,  that  money  will  be  subscribed  as  it  is  required,  and  tbat 
large  sum  will  be  paid,  and  I  can  promise  this  meeting  and 
the  country  that  it  will  be  honestly  and  judiciously  applied  to 
carry  out  the  great  national  object  for  which  the  League  has 
been  established.  If  the  Protectionists  like  to  defer  the 
settlement  of  this  question  till  the  warm  weather  comes,  we 
will  not  trouble  our  friends  to  tear  themselves  half  to  pieces  in 
getting  within  the  walls  of  this  theatre,  but  we  will  ask  them 
to  meet  here,  in  Manchester,  Leeds,  Glasgow,  Sheffield, 
Birmingham,  and  other  towns,  in  numbers  so  great,  in 
unanimity  so  remarkable,  and  in  resolution  so  undaunted, 
that  the  aristocracy  of  this  country,  with  all  their  pride  of 
ancestry  and  their  boasted  valour,  will  quail  before  the 
demonstration  that  will  then  be  made. 

Two  centuries  ago  the  people  of  this  country  were  engaged 
in  a  fearful  conflict  with  the  Crown.  A  despotic  and 
treacherous  monarch  assumed  to  himself  the  right  to  levy 
taxes  without  the  consent  of  Parliament  and  the  people. 
That  assumption  was  resisted.  This  fair  island  became  a 
battle-field,  the  kingdom  was  convulsed,  and  an  ancient  throne 
overturned.  And,  if  our  forefathers  two  hundred  years  ago 
resisted  that  attempt — if  they  refused  to  be  the  bondmen  of  a 
king,  shall  we  be  the  born  thralls  of  an  aristocracy  like  ours  ? 
Shall  we,  who  struck  the  lion  down,  shall  we  pay  the  wolf 
homage  ?  or  shall  we  not,  by  a  manly  and  united  expression 
of  public  opinion,  at  once,  and  for  ever,  put  an  end  to  this 
giant  wrong  ? 

Our  cause  is  at  least  as  good  as  theirs.  We  stand  on 
higher  vantage-ground ;  we  have  large  numbers  at  our  back ; 
we  have  more  of  wealth,  intelligence,  union,  and  knowledge  of 
the  political  rights  and  the  true  interests  of  the  country ;  and, 
what  is  more  than  all  this — we  have  a  weapon,  a  power,  and 
machinery,  which  is  a  thousand  times  better  than  that  of 
force,  were  it  employed  —  I  refer  to  the  registration,  and 
especially  to  the  qo.9.  freehold,  for  that  is  the  great  constitutional 
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weapon  which  we  intend  to  wield;  and  by  means  of  which  we 
are  sure  to  conquer,  our  laurels  being  gained,  not  in  bloody 
fields,  but  upon  the  hustings  and  in  the  registration  courts. 
Now,  I  do  hope,  that  if  this  law  be  repealed  within  the  next 
six  months,  and  if  it  should  then  be  necessary  that  this 
League  should  disperse,  I  do  trust  that  the  people  of  England 
will  bear  in  mind  how  great  a  panic  has  been  created  among 
the  monopolist  rulers  by  this  small  weapon,  which  we  have 
discovered  hid  in  the  Reform  Act,  and  in  the  Constitution  of 
the  country.  I  would  implore  the  middle  and  working  classes 
to  regard  it  as  the  portal  of  their  deliverance,  as  the  strong 
and  irresistible  weapon  before  which  the  domination  of  this 
hereditary  peerage  must  at  length  be  laid  in  the  dust. 


BURDENS  ON  LAND. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  MARCH  15,  1849. 

From  Hansard. 

[On  March  8,  1S49,  Mr.  Disraeli  submitted  a  resolution  to  the  effect  that  the 
whole  of  the  local  taxation  of  the  country  falls  mainly,  and  presses  with 
undue  severity,  on  real  property.  He  suggested  that  one-half  of  these  local 
rates  should  be  paid  out  of  the  Consolidated  Fund.  The  debate  was 
adjourned  to  March  15,  when  the  resolution  was  negatived  by  280  votes 
to  1S9.] 

It  seems  to  me  that  a  great  deal  of  misapprehension 
exists  among  lion.  Gentlemen  on  the  benches  opposite  with 
regard  to  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  Member  for  Bucking¬ 
hamshire.  We  were  originally  given  to  understand,  if  I 
mistake  not,  that  the  basis  or  groundwork  of  that  proposition 
was  the  prevalence  of  great  distress  among  all  classes  of  the 
community  connected  with  agriculture  in  this  country.  But 
the  speech  of  the  hon.  Mover  of  the  proposition  described 
a  case  of  a  very  different  description,  whilst  the  speech  of 
the  hon.  Member  for  Somersetshire,  who  has  just  sat  down, 
has  apprised  you  that  none  of  the  distress  resulting  from  the 
burdens  on  land  complained  of  falls  on  that  class  whom  the 
hon.  Mover  would  induce  you  to  relieve  by  adopting  Ins 
proposition. 
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The  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire,  in  his  speech  on 
introducing  this  question,  quoted  something  which  I  am  said 
to  have  stated  on  a  former  occasion,  admitting  the  great  dis¬ 
tress  prevailing  among  the  agricultural  classes.  He  misquoted 
what  I  then  said ;  very  unintentionally,  I  am  quite  sure,  but 
very  strangely.  I  never  expressed  myself  to  the  effect — and, 
if  I  had  done  so,  I  should  have  betrayed  great  ignorance 
of  that  which  must  be  within  the  cognisance  or  experience  of 
almost  every  man — that,  generally  speaking,  the  distress  of 
the  times  has  been  very  severely  felt  by  the  agricultural  com¬ 
munity.  I  said  that  little  had  been  said  about  the  pressure 
of  agricultural  distress  further  northwards  than  Cambridge  or 
Suffolk,  and  that  in  the  south  of  England  the  cry  of  agri¬ 
cultural  distress  had  scarcely  been  heard  of.  And  I  say 
further,  that  hardly  anything  has  been  ever  asserted  of  late  in 
the  north  as  to  the  depression  of  agricultural  prices. 

Well,  Sir,  I  can  only  assure  the  House  that  I  met  but 
a  few  days  ago  with  some  gentlemen  who  had  lately  come 
up  from  the  southern  counties  of  Scotland,  and  who  told 
me  that  they  had  been  selling  their  wheat  in  the  markets 
there  at  from  4 js.  to  485.  per  quarter  on  an  average.  They 
had  a  fair  crop  last  year  of  good  quality,  and  they  are  satisfied 
with  the  prices  they  have  received.  They  must  be  subject  to 
the  same  vicissitudes,  for  example,  as  men  are  in  every  other 
tiade.  Farmers,  no  more  than  any  other  traders,  can  expect 
to  be  always  lucky.  Just  prior  to  the  harvest  of  last  year, 
the  rain  fell  exactly  at  the  critical  moment  for  the  farmers  of 
the  south,  and  just  before  the  critical  moment  for  the  farmers 
of  the  north.  What  has  been  the  consequence?  The 
farmers  of  the  northern  counties  have  harvested  their  produce 
111  good  condition,  and  obtain  good  prices ;  those  of  the  south 
have  been  less  fortunate,  and  realise  less  encouraging  returns. 
This  is  simply  the  reason  why  we  have  great  complaints  from 
the  one,  and  few  or  none  from  the  other  class  of  tenant- 
farmers.  If  any  of  these  parties,  however,  seek  a  ground 
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upon  which  to  found  his  appeal  to  Parliament  for  legislative 
relief,  he  must  look  for  it  in  the  speech  of  the  lion.  Member 
for  Somersetshire,  whose  fortune  it  has  been  to  make  such 
an  appeal  in  vain. 

I  shall  not  enter  into  those  questions  connected  with  the 
general  condition  of  the  trade  and  finances,  and  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  classes  of  this  country,  which  have  been  already,  in 
my  opinion,  disposed  of  by  the  speech  of  the  right  hon. 
Baronet  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer.  But  the  hon. 
Gentleman  who  has  just  sat  down  made  one  statement  upon 
which  I  must  be  allowed  to  offer  a  word  or  two.  That  hon. 
Member  told  us  that  he  had  lately  been  selling  some  wheat. 
He  told  us  that  his  wheat  was  only  of  inferior  quality,  yet 
that  he  realised,  I  think,  4 2s.  per  quarter  for  it.  Now,  I 
think  if  he  could  get  such  prices  for  an  inferior  wheat,  wheat 
of  ordinary  average  goodness  must  be  fetching  very  fair  prices 
just  now.  There  are  other  Gentlemen,  Sir,  in  this  House 
who  are  themselves  manufacturers  of  other  articles.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  hon.  Member  for  Somersetshire  what  he 
thinks  is  the  scale  of  prices  they  obtain  when  they  carry  into 
the  market  that  which  they  admit  to  be  a  damaged  or  an 
inferior  article.  They  will  obtain,  of  course,  only  the  lowest 
scale  of  prices  for  such  goods.  They  will  not  get  after 
the  rate  of  425.,  which  the  hon.  Member  who  complains  of 
unremunerating  prices  can  obtain  for  his  inferior  article 
a  wheat  of  inferior  quality.  But  as  for  better  wheats,  I  met 
with  a  gentleman  a  few  days  since  who  told  me  that  Dantzic 
wheat  was  worth  now,  in  London,  from  53 St  54s-  Per 

quarter.  He  added,  that  other  foreign  wheats  of  fair  quality 
were  obtaining,  on  an  average,  about  48s.  per  quarter.  I  tell 
the  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  to  me,  that  their  home-grown 
wheat,  of  the  same  quality,  will  now  fetch  the  same  prices. 

I  say,  then,  that  the  pretences  on  which  this  motion 
has  been  brought  forward  have  totally  failed  that  no  giound 
has  been  laid  for  any  change  in  the  existing  burdens  upon 
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the  land,  which  can  be  justified,  either  by  the  present  con¬ 
dition  of  the  tenant-farmer,  or  by  the  prices  of  agricultural 
produce  in  our  markets.  I  do  not  intend  to  enter  into 
any  elaborate  array  of  figures  in  following  the  statements 
which  have  been  made  by  the  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member 
for  Buckinghamshire,  in  the  speech  with  which  be  introduced 
his  motion ;  because,  all  that  could  be  said  in  reference  to 
them  was  said,  last  night,  by  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  certainly  in  the  best  speech 
which  I  have  ever  heard  from  these  benches  since  the  acces¬ 
sion  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  and  of  his  Colleagues  to 
power.  But  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  did  not,  as  it  appeared 
to  me,  notice  some  points  in  the  case  or  plea  on  which  the 
hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  rested  his  case  for  our 
adoption  of  such  a  proposal  as  he  has  brought  forward,  or  at 
least  did  not  regard  them  in  all  the  lights  under  which  they 
might  have  been  viewed. 

The  hon.  Gentleman  seems  to  adopt  for  his  principle  the 
notion  that  all  classes  of  the  community  ought  to  bear,  col¬ 
lectively,  certain  burdens  which  he  assumes  to  be,  at  present, 
borne  exclusively  by  the  landed  proprietary  and  real  property 
of  this  country.  Is  this  so  ?  If  such  be  really  the  proposi¬ 
tion  of  the  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire — and  that  it 
is,  I  must  presume  from  the  statement  of  the  hon.  Member 
for  Somersetshire— how  does  the  speech  we  have  just  heard 
suppoitit?  The  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  admits 
that  he  is  opposed  to,  and  would  not  vote  for,  a  national 
late  of  this  kind.  And  I  think  he  is  very  wise  in  coming  to 
this  conclusion.  The  arguments  against  a  national  rate  are, 
in  my  mind,  of  insuperable  force.  I  am  firmly  persuaded  that 
the  various  expenses  connected  with  it  would  run  up  these 
rates,  of  which  the  burden  is  already  said  to  be  oppressive,  at 
least  five-fold  within  five  years. 

But  I  think  the  original  objects  and  working  of  these 
local  rates  have  been  a  good  deal  misunderstood.  A  Report  of 
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the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  on  Local  Taxation  was  printed 
in  1843.  I  will  read  one  remarkable  passage  from  this  Report; 
a  passage  which  clearly  defines  the  period  at  and  the  circum¬ 
stances  under  which  the  practice  of  rating  stock  in  trade  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor  was  first  resorted  to  in  this  country : — 

‘  The  practice  of  rating  stock  in  trade  never  prevailed  in  the  greater  part  of 
England  and  Wales.  It  was,  with  comparatively  few  exceptions,  confined  to 
the  old  clothing  district  of  the  south  and  west  of  England.  It  gained  ground 
just  as  the  stock  of  the  woolstaplers  and  clothiers  increased,  so  as  to  make  it 
an  object  with  the  farmers  and  other  ratepayers,  who  still  constituted  a  majo¬ 
rity  in  their  parishes,  to  bring  so  considerable  a  property  within  the  rate. 
They  succeeded  by  degrees,  and  there  followed  upon  their  success  a  more 
improvident  practice  in  giving  relief  than  had  ever  prevailed  before  in  England. 
It  was  in  this  district,  and  at  this  time,  that  relief  by  head-money  had  its 
origin,  and  produced  its  most  conspicuous  effects  in  deteriorating  the  habits 
and  depreciating  the  wages  of  the  agricultural  labourer.  When  the  practice 
of  rating  stock  in  trade  was  fully  established  in  this  district,  the  staple  trade 
rapidly  declined  there,  and  withdrew  itself  still  more  rapidly  into  the  northern 
clothing  districts,  where  no  such  burden  was  ever  cast  upon  the  trade.’ 

Now,  the  hon.  Gentleman  appears  to  contend  that  these 
burdens  should  be  imposed  on  all  classes  of  the  community, 
instead  of  one  particular  class,  and  that  by  such  a  redistribu¬ 
tion  a  great  good  would  he  effected,  so  far  as  the  landlord  and 
tenant-farmer  are  concerned.  But,  unless  he  could  devise 
some  means  for  getting  at  the  same  principle  of  rating  all 
property  equally,  he  would  accomplish  nothing  towards 
effecting  his  own  purpose.  I  happen  to  he  connected  with 
the  local  administration  of  a  township  in  which  the  proportion 
of  local  rating  actually  expended  on  the  relief  of  the  poor  does 
not  exceed,  perhaps,  7 d.  in  the  pound.  There  are  townships 
and  districts  in  its  immediate  neighbourhood  in  which  the  rate 
for  the  same  purpose  is  notfi  less  than  75.  or  85.  in  the  pound. 
Now,  it  is  quite  clear  that  any  manufacturer  or  capitalist 
who  is  largely  engaged  in  trade,  and  has  built  a  mill  or  a  factory 
in  such  a  district,  would  be  ranxious,  under  a  general  rate,  to 
come  within  such  a  township,  and  thus  so  much  enhance  the 
charge  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  under  any  pressure  of  trade 
that  should  throw  labour  largely  out  of  employment,  as  to 
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drive  away  particular  trades,  as  well  as  capitalists,  from  the 
locality.  All  rates  would,  under  such  a  state  of  things,  be 
enormously  increased,  and  you  would  thus,  by  supporting  the 
proposition  before  the  House,  be  accessory  to  the  ruin  of  both 
the  landed  and  the  commercial  interests  of  the  kingdom. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  Gentleman 
the  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  is  enveloped  in  a  great  deal 
of  mystery  and  confusion.  I  have  endeavoured  to  penetrate 
the  veil  by  which  it  is  surrounded ;  and  I  will  endeavour  to 
explain  the  conclusions  at  which  I  have  arrived  upon  it.  It 
appears,  then,  to  me  that  it  is  a  proposition  intended  to 
withdraw  burdens  to  the  amount  of  some  6,000,0006  per 
annum  from  certain  shoulders  on  which  they  are  now  saddled, 
and  to  impose  them  upon  others — to  relieve,  in  short,  those 
who  now  carry  them,  by  transferring  them  to  those  who 
hitherto  have  not  borne  them.  The  hon.  Gentleman^s  scheme 
of  redistribution  would  probably  reimpose  3,060,000 6  on 
those  from  whom  he  would  take  the  present  aggregate  of 
6, coo, cool.,  and  apportion  the  other  3,000,0006  to  other 
classes  of  the  community.  Well;  but  the  3,000,0006  that  he 
would  so  withdraw  from  those  who  at  present  pay  6,000,0006, 
would  by  no  means  represent  the  real  proportion  in  which 
hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  desire  to  relieve  the  land  from  its 
present  liabilities,  or  of  the  enhanced  value  which  their 
scheme  would  practically  confer  upon  the  land  generally. 
Assuming  the  whole  aggregate  of  land  in  this  kingdom 
capable  of  cultivation  to  represent  an  increase  equal  to  what 
it  has  been  stated  at  by  Gentlemen  opposite,  a  rise  in  the 
value  of  the  fee-simple  of  an  acre,  consequent  on  the  remission 
of  tlnee  millions  of  taxation  on  that  aggregate,  would  be 
equivalent  to  2  per  cent.,  or  60,000,0006.  sterling.  An  in¬ 
creased  value  of  26  per  cent,  would  represent  120,000,0006 
as  the  increased  value  of  the  land,  supposing  it  to  be  brought 
for  sale  into  the  market,  or  that  the  Legislature  sanctioned 
such  a  proposition  as  that  which  is  now  before  it. 
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I,  for  one,  do  not  think  that  these  are  times  in  which  the 
Legislature  could  he  brought  to  listen  to  any  such  proposi¬ 
tion.  It  is  not  likely,  I  trust,  to  meet  with  much  favour 
from  this  House.  The  lion.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire 
and  his  friends  seem  altogether  to  forget  the  ultimate  effect 
if  Parliament  entertains  so  exclusive  a  proposition  as  he  has 
brought  before  it  with  a  view  of  benefiting  the  landlord. 
If  I  am  not  mistaken,  the  whole  cultivable  lands  of  all  Eng¬ 
land  and  Wales  amount  to  more  than  twenty-five — perhaps, 
indeed,  to  thirty — millions  of  acres.  Every  acre  you  would 
thus  relieve,  I  must  repeat,  would  rise  in  value  in  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  from  $1.  to  io l.  [f  No/]  Well,  I  will  be  content  to 
say  §1.  only.  This  increase  would  represent  an  extension  of 
capital  invested  in  the  lands  held  by  tenant-farmers  and 
others  of  not  less  than  150,000,000 1.  sterling.  Would  not 
this  be  to  perpetrate  a  great  injustice  to  all  other  descriptions 
of  property  for  the  sake  of  an  exclusive  benefit  to  the  land  ? 
I  ask  lion.  Gentlemen  opposite  whether  or  not  they  them¬ 
selves  consider  that  this  would  be  right  or  proper  ? 

I  do  think,  however,  that  the  proposition  now  before  the 
House  is  not  less  extraordinary  than  it  is  unjust.  It  has 
for  its  ostensible  object  to  relieve  the  present  pressure  of 
that  which  I  believe  to  be  the  temporary  distress  of  the 
landed  interest.  But  then  the  hon.  Member  for  Buckingham¬ 
shire  is  so  very  discriminating  in  his  views  of  that  question, 
that  the  case  of  the  agriculturists  of  Scotland  did  not  elicit 
even  a  single  word  in  his  speech.  And  as  f'oi  the  agii- 
culturists,  or  any  other  classes  of  the  unhappy  community 
of  the  sister  island,  he  turned  the  cold  shoulder  to  the  Irish, 
and-  all  his  sympathy  for  them  extended  to  that  which  is 
proverbially  said  to  be  the  alms  of  those  who  have  110  money 
in  their  pockets  wherewith  to  afford  more  substantial  relief. 
He  gave  them — advice.  Sir,  the  hon.  Gentleman  said  that 
many  schemes  had  been  brought  forward  for  the  amelioration 
of  the  condition  of  Ireland,  but  that  nothing  effectual  had 
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been  done  for  her  for  some  sessions  past.  And  here  his 
admission  left  her.  I  do  not  think  that  Ireland  will  derive 
any  great  benefit  from  the  advocacy  of  the  hon.  Gentleman. 
She  will  have  little  to  thank  him  for,  if  he  is  prepared  to 
tender  her  no  other  consolation  for  her  sufferings  but— his 
advice. 

It  has  been  contended  that  the  proposition  of  the  hon. 
Member  would,  if  carried  into  effect,  remove  a  great  cause  of 
dissatisfaction  among  the  tenant-farmers.  But  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  it  would  create  very  great  discontent  among  the 
people.  [Laughter.]  I  repeat  this  is  my  conviction— not¬ 
withstanding  the  laughter  which  it  has  occasioned.  The  hon. 
Member  who  spoke  last  has  quoted  largely  from  a  paper 
well  known  to  most  of  those  who  hear  me— a  print  of  great 
authority  in  all  agricultural  society,  and  of  great  respecta¬ 
bility— I  mean  the  Marie  Lane  Express.  The  article  from 
which  the  hon.  Gentleman  read,  indulges  in  stronger  lan¬ 
guage,  perhaps,  than  I  should  desire  to  employ:  it  stigma¬ 
tises  certain  official  documents,  the  authenticity  of  which  it 
challenges,  as  the  most  deceiving  statements  ever  concocted 
by  the  duplicity  of  man.  It  also  expresses  great  dissatis¬ 
faction  at  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  Member  for  Bucking¬ 
hamshire.  I  really  think  that  the  proposition  of  the  hon. 
Member  for  Buckinghamshire  is  founded  on  fallacies  which 
are  intended  to  beguile  the  House  into  its  adoption,  but 
which  are  amenable  to  a  censure  scarcely  less  severe.  That 
proposition,  indeed,  reminds  me  of  a  story  which  many  hon. 
Gentlemen  have  perhaps  heard  before,  yet  which  I  will 
venture  to  tell  the  House  in  very  few  words.  It  happened 
once,  m  a  country  town,  and  an  agricultural  district,  that 
a  company  of  strolling  players  proposed  to  get  up  a  per¬ 
formance  ‘  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor'  of  the  neighbour¬ 
hood.  It  was  calculated  by  those  who  announced  this 
intention  that  the  object  of  contributing  towards  the  relief 
of  the  poor  would  certainly  induce  the  gentry  to  come 
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forward  generously  in  supporting  the  performance ;  and  the 
event  proved  the  soundness  of  this  anticipation.  But  when 
it  came  to  a  question  as  to  how  the  proceeds  were  to  he 
appropriated,  the  strolling  company  claimed  them  all  for 
themselves,  on  the  principle  that  they  themselves  were  f  the 
pool"’  intended. 

This  is  just  the  case  with  the  proposal  of  the  hon.  Member, 
if  you  look  at  its  real  tendencies.  He  would  procure  this 
boon  for  the  tenant-farmers — of  relief  from  local  rates;  but 
he  does  not  go — nor  any  of  his  hon.  friends  near  him — for 
the  repeal  of  the  Malt-tax.  c  We/  he  says,  f  do  not  ask  for 
that  at  present.  It  is  not  the  time  to  ask  this  relief  for  you; 
for  we  don’t  go  for  a  revision  of  the  whole  scheme  of  existing 
taxation.’  As  to  the  Malt-tax,  I  am  not  altogether  prepared 
to  embrace  all  the  views  entertained  by  some  of  my  hon. 
friends  on  that  subject.  I  am  not  one  of  those  who 
think  that  the  people  at  large  will  be  much  the  happier 
for  beinsr  relieved  from  the  Malt-tax.  As  little  do  I 
think  you  will  make  the  people  generally  more  satisfied  by 
taxing  malt;  or  that  you  will  ever  succeed  in  getting  rid 
of  drunkenness,  or  any  other  vice,  simply  by  rendering 
its  indulgence  dear.  But  I  do  think  that  if  by  repealing 
the  duty  on  malt,  you  leave  more  money  in  the  poor 
man’s  pocket  for  the  purchase  of  other  articles  of  more 
profit,  or  value,  or  convenience  to  him  than  that  into  the 
cost  of  which  this  tax  enters,  you  do  well ;  and  notwith¬ 
standing  what  an  hon.  Baronet  has  said  in  the  course  of 
this  debate,  I  believe  what  has  fallen  from  the  hon.  Member 
for  Lincolnshire,  that  the  Malt -tax  is  one  injurious  to 
agriculture,  and  oppressive  upon  the  working  labourer  and 
consumer.  I  own  that  I  am  astonished  at  the  conduct  of 
hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  on  this  question,  after  hearing 
them  both  in  this  House  and  at  public  meetings  out  of  doors 
advocate  the  repeal  of  the  Malt-tax.  The  same  paitics 
who  on  this  side  of  the  House  were  its  most  strenuous 
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advocates,  have  ceased  to  mention  it  now  that  they  have 
crossed  to  the  benches  opposite. 

‘  Their  lips  are  now  forbid  to  speak 
That  once  familiar  word.’ 

Not  one  voice  now  calls  for  that  favourite  act  of  justice, 
but  we  are  told  to  wait  till  the  proper  time  shall  arrive. 

The  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  holds  this  lan¬ 
guage,  but  he  has  not  indicated  when  the  time  will  come. 
I  wish  the  hon.  Gentleman  would  look  a  little  into  the  real 
state  of  the  country ;  if  he  would  consult  the  feelings  of  the 
people,  he  would  find  that  nothing  more  displeases  them  than 
to  have  their  representatives  hold  one  language  here,  and 
another  before  their  constituents.  Sir,  hon.  Gentlemen 
know,  that  at  meetings  in  the  country,  even  tithes  are  per¬ 
mitted  in  their  presence  to  be  spoken  of  in  the  most  violent 
and  intemperate  language.  They  encourage,  by  their  own 
conduct,  the  people  to  expect  remissions  of  burdens  which 
must  diminish  the  public  revenues,  and  leave  it  to  Par¬ 
liament  to  provide  the  substitute  as  best  it  may.  I  am 
astonished  at  the  conduct  of  hon.  Gentlemen.  If  I  were 
myself  an  owner  of  land,  I  should  say  this  to  my  tenant- 
farmers  :  '  Men,  you  have  got  the  land,  and  it  must  be  your 
object  to  work  it  to  the  best  of  your  ability  with  the  capital 
you  have.  Parliament,  like  the  landlord,  must  deal  with 
those  on  whose  behalf  this  proposition  is  said  to  be  made,  on 
the  same  principles  on  which  it  would  deal  with  trades  of  all 
other  descriptions.  You  must  exert  the  same  virtues  of  per¬ 
severance,  industry,  and  frugality,  which  others  possess,  and 
in  which  you  are  not  wanting;  you  must  look  to  the  exercise 
ol  these  means  for  your  profit  and  success,  not  to  external 
aid  01  exclusive  assistance,  which  can  only  be  rendered  at  the 
cost  of  gross  injustice  to  others/ 

But  the  speech  of  the  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire 
was  so  purely  agricultural,  that  he  did  not  enter  into  any 
such  considerations.  He  recognised  no  such  principle  of 
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dealing"  with  the  interests  of  all  classes,  instead  of  addressing 
ourselves  to  the  benefit  of  one  only.  He  himself  quoted  from 
the  Standard,  a  newspaper  of  high  authority  with  his  party, 
and  so  exclusively  agricultural  in  its  predilections,  that  in  one 
of  its  leaders  a  few  years  ago  it  contended  that  if  the  whole 
of  the  manufactures  of  England  were  destroyed  to-morrow, 
England  would  not  be  a  less  great  country  by  one  iota,  or 
the  English  a  less  happy  people.  But  the  Standard  now  takes 
up  different  ground.  It  announced  in  a  recent  number  that 
unions  were  now  formed  in  most  of  the  southern  counties 
of  England,  the  object  of  which  was  carefully  to  exclude 
all  the  products  of  the  mills  of  the  north,  so  that  the  cloths 
of  Cheshire  and  Yorkshire  would  not  be  allowed  to  come  into 
competition  with  the  productions  of  Wiltshire.  If  this  is  to 
be  the  spirit  in  which  hon.  Gentlemen  are  disposed  to  make 
common  cause  against  the  manufacturing  interest,  I  wonder 
they  do  not  carry  out  their  principle  to  its  full  extent,  and, 
as  their  ancestors  once  wandered  over  the  country  clothed 
in  skins  and  with  their  bodies  painted,  that  they  do  not  come 
down  here  in  that  way.  They  might  come  at  last  to  clothe 
themselves  in  thatch,  by  which  means  I  trust  the  farmers 
will  obtain  a  remunerative  price  for  their  straw. 

I  am  not  at  all  disposed  to  dispute  the  meritorious  and 
industrious  character  of  the  tenant-farmers ;  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  I  believe  them  well  entitled  to  the  praise  of  possessing 
those  qualities  in  a  high  degree.  But  I  protest  against  a 
proposition  on  their  behalf  which  would  certainly  prejudice 
the  interests  of  all  other  classes,  for  the  doubtful  benefit 
of  one.  I  am  opposed  to  all  these  partial  experiments.  I 
would  willingly  support  any  proposition  which  went  to 
the  reduction  of  those  taxes  on  raw  material  which  stand  in 
the  way  of  manufacturing  labour  and  close  the  market  on  the 
industry  of  our  artisans.  This  proposition  was  recommended 
to  our  sympathy  on  behalf  of  farmers  who  have  small  or  no 
capital;  but  what  would  be  said  of  any  similar  proposition 
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by  which  it  should  be  proposed  to  mulct  the  manufacturers 
of  the  north  for  the  benefit  of  manufacturers  without  capital 
in  the  south?  You  ought  to  endeavour  to  secure  to  your 
farms  men  who  have  capital  and  great  spirit  in  agriculture. 
But  you  do  not  do  this.  If  a  farmer  comes  to  you,  and 
asks  for  a  far  up  wishing  to  make  stipulations — wdiich  may 
be  called  stipulations  of  a  commercial  character — such  as  that 
he  shall  plough  and  grow  as  he  likes,  that  he  shall  have 
every  creature  that  lives  upon  the  land,  and  that  he  must 
not  have  it  infested  with  game ;  if  such  a  man  comes  to  you, 
you  do  not  like  him  as  a  tenant  :  but  it  is  the  consequence 
of  free  trade  that  you  must  introduce  such  principles  in  your 
future  arrangements  between  landlord  and  tenant.  It  is 
impossible  that  this  great  country,  with  its  large  and  in- 
ci easing  interests,  and  its  dense  population,  should  stand 
still  01  rest  under  the  baneful  influence  of  protection  to 
agriculture,  simply  because  you  are  unwilling  to  adopt 
those  principles  with  relation  to  your  tenants  which  are 
adopted  in  every  other  branch  of  industry  throughout  this 
country. 

Now  our  proposition  is  admitted  on  all  hands,  I  believe, 
to  be  more  distinct  and  intelligible  than  that  of  the  hon. 
Member  for  Buckinghamshire.  He  has  come  forward  as  a 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer— as  the  framer  of  a  budget- 
hut  it  is  clear  that  he  is  only  a  novice  in  his  new  work, 
because  he  has  not  shown  where  he  is  going  to  obtain  the 
money  which  he  is  wishing  to  remit  in  the  shape  of  taxation. 

I  suppose,  judging  from  what  slight  hints  fell  from  the 
hon.  Gentleman,  that  he  means  to  increase  the  income-tax; 
or  the  hon.  Baronet  the  Member  for  Lincolnshire  (Sir  M. 
Cholmeley)  says  that  a  fixed  duty  upon  corn  will  serve  the 
purpose  as  well.  But  let  hon.  Gentlemen  beware  how  they 
turn  their  attention  to  the  question  of  the  reimposition  of 
the  duties  upon  corn.  If  you  do  so,  you  are  attempting 
that  which,  I  believe,  is  as  impossible  as  the  repeal  of  any 
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Act  which  has  passed  this  House  in  former  times.  You 
might  probably  effect  the  repeal  of  the  Reform  Bill  or  the 
Catholic  Emancipation  Act  in  the  same  session  as  that  in 
which  you  reimpose  the  duty  upon  corn.  Take  care  what 
you  are  about.  Hon.  Gentlemen  fancy  that  there  is  a  lull 
in  the  public  mind;  that  events  abroad  have  frightened 
people  at  home.  Bear  in  mind  that  in  all  the  European 
capitals  a  system  is  being  established  which  will  have  a 
strange  effect  upon  the  minds  of  people  in  this  country,  who 
are  looking,  and  wisely  looking,  to  great  and  permanent 
changes  in  the  constitution  of  Parliament;  and  that  whilst 
your  conduct  is  encouraging  such  ideas,  you  are  leading  the 
farmers  of  England  in  the  pursuit  of  that  false  and  uncertain 
light  which  must  land  them  hereafter  in  the  midst  of  diffi¬ 
culties  much  greater  than  those  which  encompass  them  at 
present. 

You  talk  of  the  experiment  of  Free  Trade  as  though  it  had 
failed,  or  was  hut  an  experiment.  I  ask,  have  you  not  legis¬ 
lated,  since  the  oldest  amongst  you  first  came  here,  in  favour 
of  Protection,  and  with  the  view  of  keeping  up  the  price  of 
corn ;  and  do  you  not  recollect  that  under  protective  laws  in 
1836  the  whole  average  price  of  the  year  for  good  wheat — not 
sprouted  wheat — was  hut  395.  4 cl.  per  quarter  ?  whilst  now, 
as  we  are  told,  sprouted  wheat  is  sold  at  4 is,  a  quarter. 
Because  that  system  was  abolished,  you  have  wreaked  your 
vengeance  upon  a  Minister.  You  have  scattered  a  powerful 
party — you  have  shown  an  auger  which  political  parties  in 
this  country  have  scarcely  ever  exhibited,  because  through  the 
power,  and  I  will  say  the  patriotism,  of  the  Minister  whom 
you  discarded,  the  industry  of  this  great  and  growing  popu¬ 
lation  has  escaped  from  the  pressure  of  that  screw  which, 
through  the  medium  of  the  Corn-laws,  you  had  laid  upon  the 
necessaries  of  life. 

I  fear  that  lion.  Gentlemen  opposite  are  not  aware  of  what 
is  passing  in  this  country.  Throughout  the  great  towns,  that 
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question  of  the  reduction  of  expenditure  which  we  have 
placed  before  you  is  exciting-  the  intensest  interest;  whilst 
in  every  meeting-  of  farmers  the  same  cry  is  echoed.  The 
men  who  thought  us  their  greatest  enemies,  are  now  ready  to 
shake  hands  with  my  hon.  Friend  the  Member  for  the  West 
Riding.  They  are  anxious  that  the  great  justice  which  we 
advocate  should  be  done  to  this  country,  and  that  you  should 
force  upon  the  Executive  Government  the  greatest  possible 
economy,  compatible  with  the  public  exigencies.  You  say, 
tauntingly,  that  the  Government  is  about  to  follow  the  advice 
of  my  hon.  Friend.  The  fact  is,  that  you  will  make  my  hon. 
Friend  a  most  extraordinary  man.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman 
the  Member  for  Tamworth  followed  the  advice  of  my  hon. 
Friend ;  and  now  you  say  the  present  Government  are  about 
to  do  so  too.  And  why  is  this?  It  is  because  we  live  amongst 
the  people — because  we  have  travelled  in  every  county 
amongst  them,  and  know  their  feelings  and  wishes — because 
we  are  identified  with  their  desires,  and  have  been  returned  to 
this  House  by  great  and  free  constituencies.  It  is  on  this 
account  you  find  that  the  measures  which  my  hon.  Friend 
proposes  have  the  sympathy  of  millions  in  this  country ;  and 
I  warn  you  that  not  many  sessions  will  pass,  before  yon, 
powerful  as  you  are,  will  vote  for  the  measure  which  he 
recommends. 
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From  Hansard. 

[On  this  day,  Mr.  Disraeli  brought  forward  an  amendment  on  the  motion  that 
the  Speaker  do  leave  the  Chair,  to  the  effect  that  in  any  relief  to  be  granted 
by  the  omission  or  adjustment  of  taxation,  due  regard  should  be  paid  to  the 
distressed  condition  of  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  land  in  the  United 
Kingdom.  The  amendment  was  negatived  by  263  to  250.] 

I  shall  endeavour,  in  the  observations  I  intend  to  offer  to 
the  House,  to  address  myself  closely  to  the  question  brought 
before  us  by  the  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire.  I  do 
not  think  the  hon.  Gentleman  intends  by  his  motion  to  lead 
us  into  a  discussion  on  the  various  parts  of  the  Budget 
brought  forward  by  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  ;  on  the 
contrary,  he  seems  to  agree  for  the  most  part  that  this 
Budget  is  acceptable  to  the  country,  and  that  it  must  pass 
the  House.  I  shall  not  he  tempted  to  go  into  the  question 
of  the  Corn-law  to  an  extent  which  might  be  justified  by  the 
speeches  of  the  hon.  Member  for  Northamptonshire  (Mr.  Staf¬ 
ford),  and  the  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  Colchester  (Lord 
J.  Manners). 

I  must  say  that  those  hon.  Gentlemen  and  others  do  then- 
leaders  great  damage  by  the  course  they  take  m  this  and 
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similar  discussions.  If  I  understand  the  object  of  the  hon. 
Member  for  Buckinghamshire — taking  it  from  his  speeches  in 
this  House — I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  hon.  Gentle¬ 
man  is  convinced  that  any  project  of  returning  to  Protection 
is  the  merest  delusion;  and  that  he  (Mr.  Disraeli)  knows 
perfectly  well — every  man  who  considers  the  subject  must 
know — that  so  long  as  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  will  have 
this  question  of  Protection  as  the  main  part  of  their  policy, 
their  leaders  are  destined  to  sit  on  the  shady  side  of  the 
House,  and  could  never  cross  the  table  and  sit  on  the  Minis¬ 
terial  benches.  I  therefore  will  advise  all  those  who  support 
the  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  to  avoid  the  question 
of  Protection  altogether,  as  one  which  has  been  finally  and 
irrevocably  settled. 

The  hon.  Gentleman  has  made  this  proposition  to  the 
House,  that  the  agricultural  interest  (the  labourers,  who  were 

once  a  part  of  the  agricultural  interest,  are  now  left  out) _ 

that  the  agricultural  interest,  consisting  of  the  owners  and 
occupiers  of  land,  have  some  special  claim  to  some  special 
relief.  He  has  assumed  that  they  are  suffering  generally,  if 
not  universally,  throughout  the  United  Kingdom  ;  hut  he  has 
not  brought  anything  like  proof,  first  of  all,  that  the  owners 
and  occupiers  of  land  are  suffering  much,  or,  indeed,  that  they 
are  suffering  at  all;  and,  secondly,  the  hon.  Gentleman  has 
failed,  I  think,  to  show  that  they  have  any  special  claim  to 
relief,  even  if  they  are  suffering. 

I  admit  that  the  hon.  Member  has  a  right  to  assume 
the  fact  of  the  alleged  distress,  when  arguing  with  the  noble 
Lord  at  the  head  of  the  Government,  because  the  noble  Lord, 
with  that  want  of  caution  which  not  unfrequently  dis- 
tmguishes  him,  has  admitted  into  the  Giieon's  Speech  a 
paragraph  which  was  a  direct  invitation  to  the  hon.  Member 
for  Buckingham  to  get  up  a  discussion  on  this  topic  in  the 
first  week  of  the  session ;  and  then  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer,  committing  another  blunder,  has  brought  forward 
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a  proposition  in  his  first  Budget  which  he  ought  not  to  have 
made.,  but  to  which,  if  be  has  brought  it  forward,  lion.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite  have  a  right  to  expect  he  will  adhere.  That 
paragraph  and  proposition  have  caused  the  hon.  Member  for 
Buckinghamshire  to  get  up  this  interesting  discussion  on  a 
subject  which  I  had  hoped  was  worn  threadbare.  Now,  I  am 
prepared  at  once  to  dispute  half  their  case — that  is,  that  the 
owners  of  land  are  suffering  distress,  or  that  they  have  any 
claim  on  such  a  ground  to  come  to  this  House  for  relief. 

The  hon.  Member  for  Herefordshire  (Mr.  Booker)  said  the 
other  night  that  there  had  been  a  fall  of  rent  to  the  amount 
of  25  per  cent. ;  but  though  that  hon.  Gentleman’s  oratory 
may  be  applauded  in  Herefordshire,  yet  I  believe  that  he 
durst  not  assert  that  to  be  a  fact  in  the  face  of  the  farmers 
of  that  county.  Again,  the  hon.  Member  for  Buckingham¬ 
shire  has  admitted  this  night,  or  rather  he  has  assumed,  that 
the  reduction  of  rent  may  be  taken  to  be  10  per  cent.  I  do 
not  believe  it  is  10  per  cent.  I  have  never  seen  a  single 
authenticated  case  which  went  beyond  1 5  per  cent.  I  have 
found  many  cases  in  which  no  reduction  has  been  made ;  and 
where  there  has  been  a  reduction,  it  is  very  often  made  not 
by  permanent  agreement  with  the  landlord,  but  is  merely 
a  temporary  remission,  precisely  such  as  I  have  known  to 
be  given  by  landlords  on  several  distinct  occasions.  I  take 
it  for  granted,  therefore,  that  the  fall  of  rent  is  to  a  very 
small  extent ;  and  that,  in  point  of  fact,  it  is  not  worth  com¬ 
paring  with  the  losses  which  those  who  have  property  invested 
in  other  ways,  except  in  land,  are  constantly  liable  to  in  all 
parts  of  the  kingdom. 

There  may  be,  and  I  believe  there  are,  cases  of  difficulty 
among  landowners,  and  particularly  among  the  landowners  in 
Ireland.  There  are  landowners  who  have  small  net  incomes 
and  large  rent-rolls,  and -from  extravagance  and  other  causes 
have  engaged  to  give  to  their  creditors,  or  to  annuitants 
of  one  kind  or  another,  nine-tenths  of  their  actual  rent-roll. 
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Of  course  a  foil  of  io  per  cent,  in  such  cases  is  equal  to  the 
destruction  of  the  whole  income.  But  this  is  no  fault  of  free 
trade  or  of  the  free-traders ;  the  Manchester  school  are  not  to 
he  blamed  for  anything-  of  this  kind.  We  have  never  admired 
settlements  and  entails.  On  the  contrary,  we  should  prefer 
to  see  landed  property  free.  We  have  never  recommended 
gentlemen,  who  cannot  afford  it,  to  keep  a  great  house  in  the 
country  and  a  great  house  in  town,  or  that  so  many  packs  of 
hounds  and  other  sources  of  enjoyment  should  be  maintained. 
I  confess  that  if  I  were  a  landed  proprietor  —  and  I  am 
very  sorry  that  I  am  not — I  should  feel  humiliated  if  my 
advocate  in  this  Idouse  made  such  a  speech  as  the  lion. 
Member  for  Buckinghamshire  has  made  to-night  and  on 
former  occasions. 

Now,  let  me  ask  if  there  is  any  class  that  passes  so 
triumphantly  through  every  commercial  hurricane  and  dis¬ 
aster  as  the  class  of  landed  proprietors  does?  I  see  that 
the  candidate  at  Aylesbury  has  stated,  as  a  proof  of  the 
distressed  condition  of  the  landed  proprietors,  that  money 
invested  in  land  only  returns  z\  per  cent.  But  that  in 
itself  is  a  proof  of  the  security  of  the  return  from  land, 
and  that  it  is  not  subjected  to  the  vicissitudes  to  which 
other  property  is  liable.  There  are  some  in  this  House 
who  could  tell  a  different  tale  respecting  investments  of 
another  character — investments,  for  instance,  m  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  iron  during  the  last  four  years.  They  could  tell 
of  the  extraordinary  revulsion  which  has  taken  place  in 
that  time,  consequent  on  the  demand  for  iron  for  railway 
purposes  having  declined.  I  can  speak  of  my  own  trade, 
although  I  cannot  confirm  the  view  taken  of  it  by  the  noble 
Lord  the  Member  for  Colchester.  Yet  I  can  state  that  a  very 
large  portion  of  that  trade  during  the  last  five  years,  when 
there  were  three  failures  in  the  American  cotton  crop — that 
during  these  years  all  the  coarse  departments  of  the  trade  have 
been  of  the  most  unprofitable  character. 
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The  noble  Lord  (Lord  J.  Manners)  has  read  from  Mr. 
LittledaleY  circular  the  parts  which  suited  him — not  the  parts 
which  suited  another  view  of  the  question — not  the  statement 
which  that  circular  contained  that  the  trade  appeared  to 
he  settled  on  a  solid  and  sound  basis.  The  noble  Lord 
ought  to  know  that  trade  has  been  so  good  in  Yorkshire 
for  the  last  two  years,  and  the  increase  in  the  consumption 
of  wool  so  great,  that  the  price  of  wool  has  become  extremely 
high,  and  that  it  is  the  price  of  the  raw  material  at  this 
moment  which  is  interfering  with  profits  in  Yorkshire. 
It  was  only  yesterday  that  I  came  from  the  Hatfield  station 
on  the  Great  Northern  railway  to  London  in  company  with 
a  buyer  of  wool,  who  told  me  that  his  trade  was  bad  at 
present ;  that  wool  was  so  dear,  and  so  little  of  it  to  be  had, 
that,  as  a  buyer  of  wool  from  the  farmers,  and  a  seller  of 
it  to  the  Yorkshire  manufacturers,  he  found  his  trade  entirely 
unprofitable.  I  gathered  from  that  fact,  that  the  farmers 
were  enjoying  a  considerable  profit  on  their  wool,  and  that 
it  had  been  a  prosperous  article  for  a  very  long  period. 

But  the  lion.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  has  made  an 
admission  which  is  worth  something.  He  said  he  calcu¬ 
lated  that  the  landowners,  losing  ten  per  cent,  of  rental,  were 
losing  6,ooo,oco/.  per  annum  ;  but  he  added  that  the  fall 
of  rent  gave  them  no  claim  whatever  to  come  to  that  House 
for  relief.  I  was  very  glad  to  hear  that  fact  asserted  by  the 
hon.  Member.  But  then  a  great  number  of  his  followers  hold 
a  very  different  opinion,  and  I  have  heard  even  from  the 
Ministerial  benches  in  former  times  that  it  was  necessary 
to  keep  up  the  price  of  corn  in  order  to  keep  up  the  rent. 
But  if  the  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  would  now 
look  at  this  fact,  that  the  labouring  population  are  com¬ 
fortably  off,  and  generally  in  a  state  of  prosperity— if  that 
prosperity  has  been  caused  by  the  transfer  of  the  6,000,000/. 
of  rent  from  the  landed  proprietors,  who  never  ought  to  have 
possessed  it  if  given  to  them  by  the  Corn-law  if  laboureis 
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are  prosperous  by  the  transfer  of  that  6,ooo,oool.  to  them, 
they  are  enjoying  that  of  which  they  have  been  deprived 
for  thirty-five  years  by  the  operation  of  a  law,  the  repeal 
of  which  is  so  much  regretted  by  some  hon.  Gentlemen 
opposite.  I  deny  altogether  that  the  landowners  are  suffering, 
or  that  they  are  suffering  to  an  extent  which  requires  that 
they  should  be  pointed  out  as  an  ill-used  class. 

I  now  come  to  the  question  of  the  occupiers.  Now,  it  is 
affirmed  broadly  that  the  occupiers  of  land  are  suffering  great 
distress.  I  believe  that  some  distress  must  necessarily  arise  from 
the  circumstance  that  the  prices  of  farm  produce  are  temporarily 
depressed.  But  this  distress  is  not  a  rare  malady  with  the 
occupiers  of  land.  Violent  speeches  have  been  made  in  this 
House  from  1815  onwards,  in  favour  of  relief  to  the  distressed 
occupiers  of  land.  Mr.  Preston,  a  distinguished  gentleman 
connected  with  the  law,  wrote  a  pamphlet  two  or  three  years 
after  the  Corn-lajv  was  enacted,  in  which  he  showed  that 
the  distress  of  the  occupiers  was  most  agonising,  and  that 
they  had  lost  100,000,0001?.  of  their  capital,  which  was  trans¬ 
ferred  to  other  classes.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  any 
considerable  portion  of  what  they  suffered  now,  arose  directly 
or  indirectly  from  the  legislation  of  that  House.  But,  if 
it  did,  what  is  the  remedy  proposed,  stripped  of  anything 
like  delusion  ?  The  hon.  Member  for  Buckinghamshire  does 
not  propose  to  remedy  the  grievance  by  raising  the  price  of 
corn;  but  his  proposition  is  this — the  making  some  small 
transfer  of  a  certain  rate,  now  paid  by  a  certain  description 
of  property,  to  the  Consolidated  Fund,  by  which  that  de¬ 
scription  of  property  now  paying  the  rate  should  hence¬ 
forth  only  pay  a  portion  of  it,  and  the  rest  might  be 
distributed  over  the  tax-payers  of  the  United  Kingdom 
generally. 

In  connection  with  the  poor-rate  there  are  some  facts  to 
which  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite. 

I  will  refer  to  and  quote  from  a  return  moved  for  by  the 
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right  hon.  Baronet  the  Member  for  Ripon  (Sir  J.  Graham) 
in  i 846;  showing  the  proportions  in  which  this  rate  has  been 
levied  on  land;  houses,  and  other  property.  I  am  sorry 
that  there  is  no  return  down  to  the  present  year,  because  I 
believe  the  facts  proved  by  it  will  be  found  to  bo  the  most 
conclusive  argument  against  any  proposition  based  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  landed  interest  suffers  unduly  from  the 
incidence  of  the  poor-rate.  In  1826,  it  appears  the  land  alone 
paid  69  per  cent,  of  all  the  poor-rate.  In  1833  the  land  paid 
63  per  cent.  only.  In  1841  it  paid  52  per  cent.  only.  Thus, 
it  will  be  observed,  that  in  the  period  from  1826  to  1841, 
being  a  period  of  fifteen  years,  the  share  which  the  land  alone 
paid  of  the  whole  poor-rate  of  the  country,  fell  from  69  per 
cent,  to  52  per  cent.,  that  is  to  say,  from  two-thirds  to  about 
one-half  of  the  whole  amount.  And  I  think  we  may  fairly 
take  for  granted,  seeing  the  fall  in  those  fifteen  years,  that 
a  return  made  out  to  the  last  year  would  show  that  the  land 
is  not  now  paying  more  than  forty  per  cent,  of  the  whole 
amount.  [Mr.  Wilson  :  ‘  Forty-five  per  cent/]  The  hon. 
Member  for  Westbury  suggests  that  forty-five  per  cent,  will 
be  the  correct  estimate.  Well,  let  us  look  at  the  whole  poor- 
rate  levied.  In  1833  the  whole  amount  was  8,600,000!; 
in  1842  the  amount  had  fallen  to  6,500,000! ;  in  1850,  last 
year,  it  had  fallen  to  5,395,000!  Now,  here  we  have  the 
broad  fact,  that,  within  the  eight  years  during  which  we 
have  had  that  legislation  of  which  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite 
complain,  the  poor-rate  of  England  and  Wales  has  fallen  111 
amount  more  than  a  million  sterling.  The  calculations  which 
I  have  made  in  reference  to  these  figures  are  upon  the  assump¬ 
tion  that  the  land  now  paid  only  40  per  cent.,  and  not  45  per 
cent.,  and  of  course  the  blouse  will  make  all  allowance  for  that 
circumstance.  I  take  the  year  1833,  and  find  the  land  paying 
63  per  cent.,  that  is  to  say,  5,434,000!;  and  then,  taking 
1850,  and  assuming  the  land  pays  40  per  cent.,  you  will  find 
that  in  amount  the  land  now  pays  only  2,158,000!  In  other 
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words,  the  land  of  England  and  Wales  paid,  in  1833,  double 
the  poor-rate  which  it  paid  in  1850. 

This  is  an  important  element  in  the  question  we  are  now 
considering.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  opposite  (Mr.  Herries) 
shakes  his  head ;  but  I  do  not  mind  that,  for  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  has  been  in  the  habit  of  shaking  his  head  at  every¬ 
thing  from  this  side  ever  since  he  has  entered  this  House. 
Does  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  mean  to  say,  for  example,  that 
the  condition  of  the  landed  proprietary  has  not  been  affected 
by  the  hundreds  of  millions  expended  on.  railways  in  this 
country,  and  which  now  pay  300,000/.  per  annum  to  the 
poor-rate  on  parishes  to  which  they  have  never  contributed 
a  pauper  ?  Does  he  mean  to  assert  that  manufacturing  towns 
and  villages  could  be  springing  up  in  every  direction,  and 
the  moment  they  spring  up  be  taxed  for  the  poor-rate,  with¬ 
out  to  that  extent  relieving  the  land  from  the  burdens  to 
which  it  has  been  subjected  ?  If  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
means  this,  he  certainly  could  never  have  been  fit  for  the 
post  of  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer.  At  any  rate,  these 
are  facts  to  which  I  think  it  not  inappropriate  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  House.  But  the  argument  is,  that,  not¬ 
withstanding  this  diminution  in  the  poor-rates,  the  farmers 
aie  still  distressed.  That,  after  all,  is  an  argument  in  favour 
of  that  view  of  the  question  which  I  and  my  friends  take;  our 
conviction  being,  that  the  transference  of  the  rate  from  the 
occupying  farmer  to  the  occupying  householder,  by  means 
of  taxing  his  tea  or  his  sugar,  will  not  prove  permanently 
beneficial  to  the  tenant-farmers.  For  all  the  reductions  in  the 
poor-rate  to  which  I  have  alluded  have  not  in  the  slightest 
degree  affected  the  interest  of  the  tenant-farmers,  those  cases 
of  course  excepted  in  which  the  farm  has  been  held  con¬ 
tinuously  at  the  same  rent  during  those  years  over  which 
the  reductions  have  extended;  and  any  transference  which 
the  hon.  Gentleman  (Mr.  Disraeli)  can  make,  in  the  event 
of  Ins  obtaining  a  majority,  will  have  no  effect  whatever 
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on  the  tenant-farmer— for  if  there  is  any  truth  in  economical 
science,  the  tenant-farmer  will  be  compelled  in  the  end  to  pay 
an  increased  rent  for  the  land  he  holds. 

Undoubtedly,  however,  at  this  moment  the  condition  ol 
the  tenant-farmer  is  one  which  every  man  must  regard  with 
sympathy.  I  defy  any  one  to  say,  looking  to  the  course 
which  I  and  my  friends  have  pursued  as  free-traders  in  this 
House,  that  we  have  ever  manifested  any  want  of  sympathy 
for  any  one  class  of  the  tax-payers  of  this  country.  At  least 
there  can  he  no  denial  of  the  assertion  that  we  have  always 
advocated  diminished  expenditure  and  diminished  taxation; 
and  that  we  have  urged  a  diminution  of  taxation  in  that 
particular  direction  which  would  have  alike  affected  all  classes, 
inasmuch  as  our  object  has  been  to  remove  taxes  from  articles 
of  general  and  universal  consumption,  where  the  farmer  would 
have  obviously  benefited  not  less  than  the  weaver.  But  the 
farmers  are  in  an  unfortunate  position ;  they  are  the  victims 
of  a  vicious  system.  That,  however,  is  not  our  system.  It 
is  the  system  of  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite.  They  created  it 
for  their  own  purposes  in  1815,  and  they  maintained  it  for 
their  own  purposes  up  to  1846.  They  led  the  farmers  to 
believe  that  there  could  he  no  path  to  prosperity  hut  through 
the  county  Members  and  the  House  of  Commons.  I,  foi  one, 
should  he  very  sorry  to  be  connected  with  any  trade  or  manu¬ 
facture  if  I  had  no  reliance  but  on  the  Members  for  Man¬ 
chester.  I  should  he  extremely  sorry  to  entrust  my  interests 
either  to  the  impartiality  of  political  parties  in  this  House, 
or  to  its  intelligence  on  commercial  subjects.  The  unfortunate 
position  of  those  among  the  tenant-farmers  who  suffer  most, 
consists  in  this — that  they  notoriously  hold  more  land  than 
they  have  capital  to  cultivate.  Their  case  is  precisely  the 
same  as  that  of  many  landowners,  who  own  extents  of  land 
on  which  they  cannot  pay  all  that  is  due.  All  this  is  very 
sad.  If  landowners  buy  land  only  to  obtain  political  in¬ 
fluence,  they  are  on  the  road  to  ruin.  If  a  tenant-farmei 
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takes  more  land  than  he  can  properly  cultivate  in  reference 
to  his  capital,  he  is  also  on  the  road  to  ruin. 

There  are,  no  doubt,  other  questions  which  ought  to  be 
considered  in  speaking  of  the  condition  of  the  tenant-farmer. 
There  is,  in  particular,  one  question,  in  which  I  took  great 
interest  in  former  years,  but  the  advocacy  of  which  I  have 
been  compelled  to  relinquish  in  consequence  of  my  not 
having  received  that  aid  from  the  farmers  which  their  private 
representations  had  induced  me  to  expect.  I  allude  to  the 
question  of  the  Game-laws.  [Ironical  cheers  from  the  Pro¬ 
tectionists.]  Surely  that  question  is  as  pertinent  to  this 
discussion  as  the  question  of  lunatic  asylums.  I  mentioned 
the  fact  before,  and  I  will  again  call  attention  to  it,  as 
a  most  important  circumstance,  that  every  witness  examined 
by  the  Game-laws  Committee  (and  no  Member  of  that  Com¬ 
mittee  would  be  found  to  dispute  the  respectability  or  credi¬ 
bility  of  these  witnesses)  declared  that,  whenever  game  was 
even  moderately  preserved,  greater  injury  was  done  to  the 
farmer  occupying  the  land  than  was  inflicted  by  the  whole 
amount  of  his  general  and  local  taxes.  I  am  satisfied  that 
hon.  Gentlemen  who  preserve  game,  who  indulge  in  sporting, 
have  no  conception  of  the  evils  which  their  tastes  inflict 
on  the  community.  I  should,  however,  be  ashamed  of  myself 
if,  while  advocating  the  cause  of  the  tenant-farmers  in  this 
House,  I  did  not  appeal  to  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite,  sup¬ 
posing  them  to  be  the  true  friends  of  the  occupiers  of  the 
land,  either  to  alter  the  Game-laws,  which  they  certainly 
ought  to  do,  or,  if  they  will  not  do  that,  at  least  to  alter 
their  practices,  and  to  discontinue  that  system  which  is 
abhorrent  to  the  civilization  of  our  day,  and  which,  at  all 
events,  is  most  cruelly  injurious  to  those  whom  hon.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite  profess  to  represent.  [Cries  of  f  Question  P]  I 
am  sorry  some  hon.  Gentlemen  do  not  think  that  this  is 
speaking  to  the  question.  There  are  those  out  of  doors  who 
do  think  that  it  is  very  near  the  question. 
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But  wliat  are  the  remedies  for  the  difficulties  of  the 
tenant-farmers?  You  have  your  set  of  remedies.  We  have 
our  set  of  remedies.  I  am  free  at  once  to  admit  that  I  have 
no  expectation,  in  passing  from  the  system  of  the  last  forty 
years  to  that  sound  system  which  now  prevails,  and  must 
henceforth  prevail,  that  we  shall  find  the  tenant-farmers,  one 
and  all,  and  immediately,  by  any  kind  of  contrivance  on  the 
part  of  this  House,  jumping  into  a  state  of  unequivocal  pros¬ 
perity.  As  they  now  are,  they  have  been  before.  I  heard 
but  yesterday  of  a  farm  in  Hertfordshire  which  has  had  six 
tenants  in  eighteen  years.  Their  prosperity  was  not  universal 
in  past  years,  and  it  is  not  now.  But  if  they  do  get  into 
a  better  position,  it  can  only  be  by  paths  which  are  very 
evident;  in  some  cases,  by  reductions  in  the  rents;  in  other 
cases,  by  increase  of  produce ;  and  in  most  cases,  by  a  more 
successful  adaptation  of  the  powers  of  their  farms  to  the 
production  of  those  articles  which  the  markets  would  be  most 
willing  to  take  from  them. 

There  is  no  doubt  whatever  that  there  are  great  numbers 
of  tenant-farmers  who  are  not  complaining,  and  who  have 
no  reason  for  complaint.  And  I  firmly  believe  that  if  all 
were  like  the  few,  and  possessed  the  same  energy,  the  same 
skill  in  the  adaptation  of  the  resources  of  their  land  to  the 
requirements  of  the  markets- — above  all,  if  they  asserted  thcii 
independence  in  making  terms  with  their  landlords,  they 
would  all  overcome  their  difficulties,  and  overcome  them  more 
speedily,  more  certainly,  and  more  permanently,  than  can 
be  looked  for  from  any  assistance  likely  to  be  extended  to 
them  by  the  House  of  Commons. 

The  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  Colchester  (Lord  J. 
Manners)  has  adverted  at  some  length  to  the  present  state 
of  crime.  In  reference  to  this,  I  wish  to  state  to  the  House 
some  facts  to  which  I  desired  to  call  attention  the  other 
night,  in  the  discussion  on  the  income-tax,  but  which  are 
quite  applicable  on  this  occasion.  Probably  these  statistics 
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will  be  consolatory  to  the  noble  Lord,  who  is  not  wanting- 
in  benevolence.  I  hold  in  my  band  a  return  of  the  number 
of  persons  taken  into  custody  in  Manchester  since  1842,  the 
return  being-  for  every  two  years.  In  1842,  the  number  was 
I3^°I  >  and  I  believe  the  number  was  12,000  in  the  two 
years  preceding-.  In  1844,  the  number  fell  to  10,700;  in 
1846,  to  7,600;  in  1848,  to  6,200;  in  1849,  to  4,600;  and 
in  1850,  the  number  was  only  4,578.  Thus,  in  1850,  not 
one-third  of  the  number  of  persons  were  taken  into  custody 
in  Manchester  who  were  found  to  have  been  taken  into 
custody  in  the  year  1842.  If  we  take  the  general  facts  as 
to  England  and  Wales  (not  taking  last  year  into  account, 
as  to  which  there  is  no  return),  we  shall  find  a  great  re¬ 
duction  of  committals  from  1842  down  to  1849.  The 
diminution  was  from  31,000  to  27,000;  and  thus,  although 
the  population  has  increased  ten  per  cent.,  the  committals 
have  decreased  not  less  than  1 2  \  per  cent. 

I  have  now  stated,  in  detail,  what  I  regard  as  the  reasons 
why  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  Gentleman  (Mr.  Disraeli) 
would  be  of  no  value  if  it  were  agreed  to.  It  can  only  serve 
to  delude— not  the  owners  of  the  land,  for  they  understand 
all  these  tricks — but  the  occupying  farmers  throughout  the 
country.  It  will  serve  but  to  delude  these  men  into  a  belief 
that  the  thing  which  is  really  intended  as  a  measure  to  cement 
a  party  in  Parliament,  is  intended  to  do  something  for  their 
benefit.  One  great  result  of  the  alteration  in  our  commercial 
system  with  regard  to  corn  is,  I  hope,  this — it  has  not  come 
yet,  but  it  is  m  process  of  coming  about— that  the  farmers 
will  no  longer  conceive  themselves  to  be  a  class  having  special 
privileges,  special  rights,  and  special  claims  upon  the  House 
of  Commons.  They  will  now  know  that  their  only  chance 
is  precisely  that  chance  which  all  the  rest  of  the  community 
enjoy— a  good  education  for  their  children  for  the  next  gene¬ 
ration,  and  for  themselves,  their  intelligence,  such  as  they 
have,  and  their  industry,  such  as  they  can  employ.  And 
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I  will  add,  especially,  the  more  they  make  themselves  in¬ 
dependent  of  their  landlords  as  respects  the  old  retainer 
and  chieftain  theory,  the  more  they  enable  themselves  to 
make  bargains  with  their  landlords,  just  as  they  would  with 

other  persons  with  whom  they  do  business,  the  sooner  will 

they  find  themselves  out  of  their  present  undoubted  diffi¬ 
culties.  And  I  believe  in  my  conscience  that  if  you  talk 
here  for  ever  of  agricultural  distress,  you  will  still  find  that 
there  is  no  remedy  which  it  is  in  the  power  of  Parliament 

to  give.  The  only  possible  chance  for  the  farmers  is  in  the 

exercise  of  those  virtues  and  those  talents  by  which  the  rest 
of  their  countrymen  thrive ;  and  if  they  exercise  their  own 
energies,  and  cultivate  the  quality  of  self-reliance,  I  am 
convinced  that  this  country,  with  the  finest  roads,  with  the 
best  markets,  and  with  a  favourable  climate,  will  be  found 
to  triumph  not  only  m  her  manufactures,  but  also  m  her 
agriculture. 
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ST.  ALBAN’S,  MARCH  26,  1845. 

[A  public  dinner  was  given  to  Mr.  Horncastle,  a  respectable  farmei  in  Hert¬ 
fordshire,  as  a  testimony  of  the  approbation  felt  by  his  brother  farmers  at 
his  courage  in  exposing  the  grievance  of  the  Game-laws.  Mr.  Bright 
was  invited  to  the  dinner,  and  delivered  the  following  speech  on  the 
occasion.] 

I  need  scarcely  say  that  when  I  received  the  invitation 
to  he  present  at  this  meeting1  I  felt  it  as  an  exceedingly 
gratifying  proof  that  the  trouble  I  have  recently  taken  in 
connection  with  the  question  of  game-preserving  had  not 
passed  unnoticed  by  the  farmers  of  this  district  of  the 
country.  But,  whatever  pleasure  I  felt  at  receiving  the  invi¬ 
tation,  I  may  acknowledge  with  the  utmost  sincerity,  that  it 
has  been  far  surpassed  by  the  gratification  I  have  had  in  being 
present  here  to-night.  I  have  been  delighted  to  see  so  many 
of  the  farmers  from  this  part  of  the  country  assembled  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  their  opinion  upon  the  conduct  of  one  of 
their  brother  farmers  in  connection  with  one  of  the  most 
important  questions  which  can  hear  upon  the  prosperity  of 
the  agricultural  portion  of  the  community. 
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I  was  delighted  to  see,  from  the  public  papers,  the  spirited 
manner  in  which  Mr.  Iiorncastle  came  forward  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  speaking  what  was  known  to  be  the  opinions  of 
nineteen  out  of  every  twenty  farmers  in  the  kingdom ;  and 
not  to  the  public  only,  but  in  direct  opposition,  and  with 
personal  application,  to  the  very  man  upon  whom  a  farmer  is 
generally  supposed  to  be  most  dependent.  But  it  must  now 
be  a  matter  of  satisfaction  of  the  very  highest  kind  that  the 
effort  which  he  then  made — and  which  hundreds  of  farmers 
ought  to  have  made,  and  which,  I  believe,  hundreds  will  soon 
be  prepared  to  follow — that  the  efforts  which  he  has  made 
have  been  so  highly  appreciated  by  his  brother  farmers.  I 
think  a  farmer  ought  not  so  much  to  cultivate  the  good 
opinion  of  landowners  as  that  of  farmers ;  and  though  I  have 
no  wish  that  there  should  be  that  class  spirit  amongst  us 
which  would  lead  to  the  supposition  that  we  hold  together  for 
peculiar  privileges  or  party  interests  of  our  own  class,  yet  I 
do  think  that  a  man  is  craven-hearted  and  mean-spirited 
who,  when  his  own  class  is  attacked,  as  the  farmers  have 
been  through  the  operation  of  this  system  of  game-preserving, 
would  not  come  forward  and  speak  on  behalf  of  his  own  class 
and  of  that  vast  body  of  men  with  whom  he  is  constantly 
associated,  and  whose  interests  are  so  bound  up  with  his  own. 
It  is  well  that  you  should  testify  your  high  estimation  of  such 
men  as  your  brother  farmer  whom  you  have  met  to-night  to 
honour.  Independent  farmers,  men  who  dare  speak  and  dare 
come  out,  are  not  so  abundant  in  this  country  as  that  you  can 
afford  to  think  lightly  of  any  of  them.  Probably  under  no 
conceivable  circumstances  can  it  be  expected  that  there  should 
not  be  somewhat  more  dependence  between  the  occupiers  and 
the  owners  of  land  than  there  is  between  some  other  classes 
in  society ;  but  it  is  of  the  utmost  consequence  that  a  system 
like  this  which  wars  against  the  prosperity  of  the  farmers, 
which  blights  all  their  hopes,  and  makes  it  utterly  impossible 
that  their  industry  should  procure  its  reward — it  is,  I  say,  of 
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the  utmost  possible  consequence  that  there  should  be  men 
who  dare  speak  out,  and  that  when  such  individuals  are  found 
they  should  receive  honour,  and  be  repaid  with  the  gratitude 
of  their  brother  farmers  in  every  part  of  the  kingdom. 

We  have  heard  a  good  deal  within  the  last  year  or  two  of 
farmers'’  friends ;  hut  I  take  it  that  Mr.  Horncastle  is  a  true 
farmers’  friend,  and,  if  it  were  not  that  fortunate  circum¬ 
stances  have  made  him  in  some  degree  independent  of  those 
who  would  be  likely  to  injure  him,  he  would  not  only  he 
the  farmers’  friend,  but  he  would  be  likely  to  become  a  martyr 
for  farmers.  I  am  delighted  to  see  this  meeting,  because  I 
take  it  to  be  a  sign  of  the  times,  and  a  sign  of  better  times — 
an  evidence  that  farmers  are  about  to  think,  act,  and  do 
something  for  themselves.  I  conceive  there  is  no  delusion  so 
great  as  that  of  believing  that  the  great  and  the  mighty  of 
the  earth  will  ever  he  the  true,  sincere,  and  disinterested 
friends  of  the  middle  classes,  either  in  this  or  any  other 
kingdom. 

I  have  heard  men  say  that  there  is  no  spirit  amongst 
farmers.  I  never  believed  that  statement.  I  have  felt  that 
there  has  always  been  spirit,  hut  that  it  has  been  slumbering. 
It  has  not  been  dead,  hut  it  has  been  less  active  on  account  of 
many  circumstances;  hut  circumstances  may  arise,  and  now 
I  believe  have  arisen,  to  make  that  spirit  appear  not  only 
existent,  but  to  show  it  active,  resolute,  and  determined. 

The  real  object  of  this  meeting  is  to  give  an  expression  to 
the  opinions  of  the  farmers  in  this  district  with  respect  to 
what  is  now  commonly  called  the  game  nuisance.  It  is  a 
protest  against  a  mischievous  and  unjust  system.  The  time 
will  come,  and  that  too  before  the  children  of  some  now 
present  are  as  old  as  we  are,  when  people  will  look  hack  with 
astonishment  at  what  farmers  have  suffered  in  connection 
with  this  question  of  game.  Look  at  the  position  in  which 
you  now  stand.  The  landowner  lets  his  land,  and  the  faimei, 
a  capitalist  to  some  amount,  takes  it.  Well,  everybody  who 
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is  not  acquainted  with  the  circumstances  of  this  country, 
and  who  is  not  puzzled  with  the  extraordinary  things  he 
sees  round  him,  would  suppose  that,  when  the  landowner  lets 
his  land,  he  gave  up  its  ownership  during  the  term  for 
which  it  was  let.  That  is,  he  lets  the  land  to  the  tenant,  the 
tenant  having  the  right  to  possess  fully  all  the  produce  of  the 
land,  and  the  whole  of  the  animals  and  stock  which  live  upon 
it.  Now,  look  at  the  position  of  the  farmer  when  he  takes 
his  farm.  It  is  said  he  himself  makes  half  his  bargain  ;  he  is 
uncommonly  fortunate  if  he  does  so.  Is  it  not  notorious  that 
in  every  county  of  Great  Britain  there  is,  and  has  been  for 
years  past,  a  competition  for  land  so  fierce  that  nearly  all  the 
bargain  is  in  the  hands  of  the  landlord  ?  The  effect  of  this 
competition  is  to  bid  up  rent  to  the  very  highest  point  at 
which  it  can  be  hoped  to  be  paid,  and  to  bear  down  every 
covenant  and  right  which,  under  other  circumstances,  the 
farmer  might  reasonably  expect  to  be  granted  to  him  for  the 
preservation  of  his  interests. 

Now,  the  farmer  gets  possession  of  his  land ;  it  becomes 
the  centre  of  the  hopes  of  himself  and  his  family ;  his  capital 
is  more  or  less  invested  in  it — some  sunk  in  permanent  im¬ 
provements,  and  some  in  the  stock,  implements,  and  materials 
upon  the  surface  of  the  farm.  He  hopes  that  it  may  turn  out 
well  for  him;  he  gets  up  early,  works  hard  and  late — 
thousands  of  farmers  with  their  hands,  and  thousands  more 
with  their  heads.  He  gives  his  skill,  industry,  and  perse¬ 
verance  to  the  soil ;  he  is  subject  to  the  vicissitudes  of 
seasons,  against  which  no  human  foresight  can  altogether 
prevail,  and  he  stands  the  chance  and  hazard  of  the  markets, 
lie  has  to  contend  also  against  the  effect  of  the  ignorance  of 
landowning  legislators,  in  which  ignorance,  unfortunately  for 
him,  there  are  no  vicissitudes.  The  result  is  but  a  very 
moderate  compensation  for  his  expenditure  and  labour,  and 
that  compensation  is  in  many  cases  altogether  destroyed,  and 
in  very  many  more  cases  much  lessened,  by  a  system  which 
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does  no  good  to  any  human  being  whatever,  which  exists 
solely  for  the  amusement  of  the  rich  and  powerful  class  at  the 
expense  of  the  interests  of  the  tenantry  and  peasantry,  and  at 
a  very  great  and  enormous  sacrifice  to  the  whole  community. 
There  can  be  no  success  to  the  farmer  under  a  system  of  game¬ 
preserving. 

In  moving  for  a  committee  in  the  House  of  Commons,  two 
or  three  weeks  ago,  I  brought  forward  cases  which  were 
laughed  at  in  that  assembly,  and  which  I  was  told  were  not 
true.  I  did  not  bring  before  them  my  worst  cases,  for  I  was 
afraid  that  had  I  done  so  they  would  not  have  believed  them ; 
but,  now  we  have  obtained  that  committee,  I  will  produce 
cases  infinitely  worse  than  the  very  worst  of  those  I  then 
cited.  I  shall  call  before  them  farmers,  who  will  prove, 
on  oath  were  it  necessary — which  it  is  not  before  a  committee 
of  the  House  of  Commons — that  they  had  sacrificed  at  least 
rpol.  a-year  for  a  succession  of  years.  I  can  bring  forward  a 
tenant  who  can  show  that  for  a  number  of  years  he  has 
expended  1,000 1.  annually  in  the  purchase  of  artificial  manure, 
and  yet  so  completely  was  his  farm  ravaged  by  game  that  he 
found  it  useless  to  toil  and  sacrifice  his  capital  and  to  farm  in 
this  manner,  and  he  therefore  discontinued  this  large  purchase 
of  artificial  manure,  and  thus  to  a  very  great  extent  diminished 
the  employment  of  labourers,  and  consequently  lessened  their 
chance  of  a  fair  remuneration  in  the  parish  in  which  that  farm 
was  situate. 

By  this  system  of  game-preserving  the  landlords  are  made 
the  greatest  enemies  of  a  class  in  whose  real  well-being’  they 
have  the  truest  and  greatest  interest;  for  of  all  men  in  the 
world  the  landlord  is  the  most  interested  in  having  his  tenants 
contented  and  prosperous :  not  only  because  he  lives  among 
them,  occasionally  meets  them,  and  hears  from  and  about  them, 
but  because  his  own  pocket  interest  is  involved  in  it,  if  he  could 
but  see  it  in  its  true  light ;  for  where  you  find  the  tenants 
most  prosperous,  enlightened,  and  satisfied,  there  you  find  the 
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soil  best  cultivated,  the  amount  of  its  produce  the  greatest,  poor- 
rates  the  lowest,  and  rent  invariably  highest,  and  paid  with 
the  g’reatest  certainty  and  security.  But  the  landlords  take 
extraordinary  means  to  make  their  farmers  suspect  them.  I 
maintain  that  there  is  not,  and  never  has  been  since  the  time 
when  man  first  peopled  this  earth,  if  history  may  be  relied 
on,  any  race  of  beings  so  unsuspecting  and  confiding  as  the 
tenantry  of  this  country.  During  the  last  year  the  landlords 
have  been  asking  the  farmers — nay,  in  some  cases  threatening’ 
to  compel  them  —  to  employ  more  labourers.  A  landed 
proprietor,  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Commons,  told  me 
only  a  week  ago,  when  discussing  this  very  question,  that  he 
forced  all  his  tenants  to  employ  a  certain  amount  of 
labour  upon  each  of  his  farms.  If  a  man  preserves  game, 
refuses  security  of  tenure,  talks  all  sorts  of  nonsense  to  his 
tenants  if  he  ever  gets  them  round  him,  and  discourses  about 
everything  but  their  real  grievances  and  the  true  way  by 
which  a  man  can  become  prosperous,  and  then,  when  he  finds 
that  some  labourers  are  not  employed,  and  that  there  are  not 
sufficient  means  for  the  farmer  whereby  he  can  pay  a  high 
rent  and  a  high  rate  of  wages  also — if  he  comes  and  forces 
them  by  covenants  in  their  leases,  that  they  shall  employ  an 
amount  of  labour  over  and  above  that  which  they  would 
otherwise  be  willing  to  employ — I  say  that  all  this  introduces 
a  system  which  is  most  destructive  to  the  interests  of  the 
landowners  themselves,  and  most  degrading  and  ruinous  to 
the  independence  and  interests  of  the  tenantry.  Capital  must 
yield  profit,  or  labour  will  not  thrive.  Men  do  not  take 
farms  merely  for  the  pleasure  of  paying  rents  or  employing 
labourers.  I  am  a  manufacturer  in  a  considerable  way  of 
business,  but  I  never  professed  to  keep  on  my  manufactory 
for  the  benefit  of  my  work-people,  or  for  the  sake  of  clothing 
my  customers.  My  object  is,  by  the  expenditure  of  capital 
and  by  giving  labour  to  a  business,  to  procure  for  myself  and 
family  a  comfortable  income,  with  a  hope  of  realising  some- 
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tiling-  like  a  competency  at  a  late  period  of  my  life.  I  appre¬ 
hend  that  the  tenant-farmer  takes  his  farm  with  a  precisely 
similar  view ;  and  yet  I  am  convinced  that  there  is  no  class 
of  capitalists  in  this  country  who,  for  the  last  thirty  years, 
have  obtained  so  small  a  return  for  the  amount  of  capital  and 
labour  they  have  employed  as  have  the  cultivators  of  the 
soil. 

If  the  landowners  are  interested  in  the  wTell-heing  of  their 
tenantry,  the  tenantry  are  also  interested  in  the  prosperity  of 
the  labourers.  I  have  been  in  some  of  the  northern  parts  of 
this  kingdom,  where  I  have  seen  a  very  different  condition 
of  the  agricultural  labourers  from  that  which  is  to  be  noticed 
in  the  southern  counties :  a  state  in  which  the  labourers  seem 
to  be  interested  in  the  success  of  the  farmer  and  the  prosperity 
of  the  soil.  The  same  condition  might  exist  all  over  the 
kingdom.  Get  rid  of  this  infamous  trifling  with  the  interests 
of  the  farmer ;  do  not  let  the  amusements  of  a  small  class  he 
put  in  competition  not  only  with  the  prosperity,  hut  with 
the  very  existence  of  a  much  larger  class.  Let  us,  if  possible 
— I  say  c  us /  for,  although  I  am  not  a  farmer,  I  am  deeply 
interested,  as  every  man  must  he,  in  the  prosperity  of  agri¬ 
culture —  I  say,  let  us  get  a  system  of  farming,  of  agreements, 
of  management,  from  one  end  of  it  to  the  other,  placed  on 
some  intelligible,  rational,  business-like  footing,  and  then 
we  shall  have  landowners  respected  because  they  are  just, 
and  tenants  independent  because  they  are  prosperous. 

I  have  said  that  by  this  system  the  amusements  of  the  rich 
are  put  in  the  balance,  and  actually  weigh  down  considera¬ 
tions  of  much  greater  importance — the  prosperity  of  farmers, 
the  well-being  of  the  labourers,  and  the  true  interests  of  the 
community.  Who  does  not  know  that  from  1838  to  1842 
we  had,  for  nearly  five  years,  harvests  which  were  under 
the  average ;  that  the  consequence  was  great  scarcity  of  pro¬ 
visions  with  very  high  prices  ?  Some  men  may  think  that 
this  is  a  very  desirable  state  of  things.  I  will  not  argue  for 
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a  moment  with  any  individual  who  maintains  that  scarcity 
can  he  beneficial  either  for  individuals  or  nations.  During1 
that  period  we  had  an  importation  from  abroad  to  a  con¬ 
siderable  extent,  such  as  the  law  allowed ;  but  we  had  at  the 
same  time  millions  of  heads  of  giame  of  every  description — 
game  which,  in  a  country  densely  peopled  like  this,  must  soon 
come  to  be  considered  as  vermin;  and  yet  there  they  were 
throughout  the  whole  of  that  period  devouring  probably  as 
large  a  quantity  of  the  produce  of  the  soil  of  England  as  the 
whole  amount  that  we  imported  from  abroad. 

The  community,  then,  have  a  claim  upon  the  landowners, 
if  not  upon  the  tenant-farmers.  They  have  made  themselves 
by  law,  though  we  are  not  here  to  discuss  that  law,  and  we 
should  very  likely  greatly  differ,  and  you  might  not  agree 
with  us,  on  that  question ;  but  they  have  made  themselves 
the  purveyors-general  —  that  is,  they  supply  the  food,  or 
profess  to  do  so — for  the  27,000,000  of  people  who  inhabit 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland.  If  they  do  thus  think  it  desirable 
for  State  purposes  that  the  population  should  be  restricted  to 
the  food  they  are  willing  to  supply  them  with,  they  are  not 
to  deem  it  unreasonable  if  some  portion  of  the  population, 
who  sometimes  do  not  get  enough,  should  ask  them  why  it  is 
that  while  they  maintain  this  system  of  restriction  they  also 
maintain  a  practice  by  which  a  large  portion  of  the  produce  is 
devoured  by  game  kept  solely  for  their  own  amusement  ?  I 
believe— indeed  I  know— that  at  the  end  of  last  session, 
when  I  gave  notice  of  my  intention  to  bring  forward  this 
question  of  the  Game-laws  in  Parliament,  it  was  thought  to 
be  rather  an  odd  and  somewhat  impertinent  meddling  with  a 
matter  not  precisely  within  my  province. 

I  remember,  when  I  read  the  notice  that  I  should  move 
the  House  upon  the  subject  at  the  commencement  of  the 
present  session,  that  there  was  a  little  titter,  a  little  derisive 
laughter  from  the  opposite  side  of  the  House.  The  land- 
owners  were  not  well  acquainted  with  the  condition  of  the 
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farmers,  or  the  state  of  the  country  in  which  they  live.  I 
believe  they  do  not  know  much  about  the  mischief  which 
game  does  to  their  tenants  and  themselves.  I  think  I  may 
venture  to  say  that  I  know  more  about  the  state  of  the 
tenantry  of  this  country  than  the  majority  of  those  to  whom 
the  tenants  pay  their  rents.  When  this  case  was  brought 
forward,  unless  my  statements  could  have  been  altogether 
denied,  it  was  utterly  impossible  for  the  House  to  refuse  the 
committee.  There  were  the  cases  of  damage  well  authenti¬ 
cated — injury  to  the  tenant,  destruction  to  the  allotments  of 
the  labourers,  the  insolence,  depredations,  and  irritation 
caused  by  gamekeepers,  the  demoralization  of  the  labourers, 
the  thousands  in  gaol,  the  hundreds  transported,  and  the 
scores  murdered — the  House  of  Commons  would  have  been 
infinitely  worse  than  its  greatest  calumniator  or  enemy  has 
ever  dared  to  brand  it,  had  it  refused  the  investigation  which 
I  demanded,  founded  upon  the  cases  which  I  was  then  able  to 
submit  to  it. 

The  committee  which  has  been  appointed,  I  believe,  will 
be  a  tolerably  fair  one.  I  chose  seven  of  its  members  myself, 
and  the  Government  selected  the  remaining  eight.  I  am 
bound  to  acknowledge  that  throughout  the  whole  of  this 
matter  Ministers  have  behaved  in  the  most  honourable  and 
handsome  manner ;  that  there  was  not  the  slightest  objection 
to  any  one  person  proposed  by  me  as  a  member  of  that  com¬ 
mittee;  and  I  believe  that,  if  the  Government  had  dared  to 
have  done  it,  they  would  have  put  upon  it  from  their  side 
of  the  House  men  more  favourable  to  the  interests  of  the 
tenantry  than  those  who  were  eventually  placed  there.  We 
are  about  to  meet  nest  week,  for  the  first  time,  for  evi¬ 
dence.  I  have  had  an  amount  of  correspondence  which  it 
is  almost  impossible  to  get  through.  I  have  written  for  the 
last  fortnight  or  three  weeks  not  unfrequently  from  thirty  to 
fifty  letters  a-day,  nearly  all  of  which  have  been  to  persons 
connected,  more  or  less,  with  the  cultivation  of  the  soil,  and 
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having1  reference  to  the  question  of  game.  I  have  here  a 
large  number  of  names  of  persons  who  will  come  up  and  give 
evidence  before  the  committee.  I  do  not  think  the  other 
party  will  call  many  witnesses ;  for  he  would  be  a  veiy  bold 
man  who  would  come  up  and  say  that  game -preserving  was 
advantageous,  or  not  positively  injurious,  to  agriculture. 
They  will  probably  content  themselves  by  cross-examining 
the  witnesses  that  we  shall  bring  up.  But  what  we  want  is 
specific  and  accurate  statements  of  damage,  and  opinions 
formed  upon  experience  of  the  past,  by  men  who  have  had  the 
best  possible  opportunities  of  judging. 

I  do  hope,  when  this  evidence  is  brought  out  to  the 
public,  as  it  will  be  before  or  about  the  close  of  this  session, 
that  we  shall  then  have  this  grievous  abuse  fairly  exposed ; 
and  when  that  is  once  done  we  may  be  certain  that  there  is 
no  man  out  of  Bedlam,  no  individual  who  does  not  wish  to 
bring  down  upon  himself  the  ridicule  or,  what  is  worse,  the 
execration  of  the  public,  will  ever  say  another  word  in  favour 
of  this  grievance  of  preserving  game,  which  has  been  practised 
for  so  many  years  past  by  a  great  portion  of  the  landed  pro¬ 
prietors  in  most  parts  of  the  kingdom.  But  what  I  want  is, 
that  farmers  everywhere  should  seriously  consider  their  posi¬ 
tion.  I  here  are  farmers  who  yet  believe  that  I  am  their 
enemy,  inasmuch  as  I  have  been  prominently  connected  with 
the  agitation  of  another  question.  It  may  be  that  those 
farmers  are  right,  and  that  I  am  wrong.  I  believe  they  are 
honest,  I  am  quite  sure  that  I  am.  Upon  that  question  we 
must  agree  to  differ  until  one  or  the  other  be  converted.  I 
tiust  that  all  discussion  upon  it  may  be  carried  on  in  a 
rational  and  kindly  spirit,  such  as  becomes  men  who  wish 
cudy  for  the  truth,  and  then  1  believe  the  time  cannot  be  far 
distant  when  that  which  is  true  will  be  discovered,  and  not 
only  discovered,  but  established. 

But  upon  this  question  of  game  ninety-nine  farmers  out  of 
every  hundred  would  shake  hands  and  agree  with  me  entirely. 
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I  had  a  letter  from  Wiltshire  the  other  day,  from  a 
gentleman  connected  very  closely  with  farmers,  and  whose 
family  are  all  similarly  situated.  He  says,  ‘  Your  name 
is  a  household  word  with  the  farmers  in  this  district ;  and 
they  literally  swear  by  you  V  If  we  agree  upon  this 
point  we  will  work  harmoniously;  we  will  go  together  as 
far  as  we  can,  and  do  all  the  good  we  can  in  company.  I 
wish  the  farmers  in  this  county — and  there  are  some  who  are 
well  able  to  do  it — would  put  themselves  still  more  in  com¬ 
munication  with  me  upon  this  question.  Let  us  have  from 
every  county  where  game-preserving  has  been  carried  to  any 
serious  extent,  a  body  of  witnesses  who  shall  for  ever  settle 
the  question,  as  respects  the  particular  county.  It  is  not 
sufficient  that  I  should  prove  that  game-preserving  has  done 
alarming  mischief  in  Suffolk  or  in  Wiltshire,  for  to  prove  that 
there  is  a  local  malady  would  not  perhaps  justify  Parliament 
in  applying  that  which  may  be  termed  a  general  remedy ;  but 
what  I  want  is  to  bring  out  as  much  as  possible  the  truth 
from  every  county  where  this  nuisance  has  been  oppressive. 
They  should  come  up  now  before  the  committee,  and  that  will 
be  infinitely  better  than  petitioning  Parliament.  Let  them 
come  up  now  and  state  before  the  committee  what  they  know 
and  what  they  have  seen,  and  you  may  rely  upon  it,  such  is 
the  intelligence  and  determination  in  the  public  mind  of 
England,  that  when  an  abuse  is  fairly  exposed  and  brought 
out  to  demonstration  so  that  nobody  can  deny  that  it  is  an 
abuse,  the  time  is  near  at  hand  when  Parliament  will  be  forced 
to  abate  it. 

It  will  be  a  fine  thing  for  this  country  when  farmers  lose  a 
little  bit  of  that  overweening  confidence  they  have  in  the 
farmers'1  friends.  I  would  not  to-night  say  a  syllable  against 
any  landed  proprietor— I  believe  in  my  conscience  that  many 
of  their  errors  are  errors  of  judgment  and  not  of  heart. 
I  believe  that  they  have  been  living  amongst  circumstances 
the  most  unfavourable  to  a  discovery  of  what  is  their  true 
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interests ;  and  their  ignorance  of  their  own  affairs  has  made 
them  most  officious  in  offering  advice,  which  was  wholly 
valueless  to  their  tenants  when  assembled  at  dinners  and 
meetings  of  various  kinds.  What  I  want  farmers  to  do 
henceforth  is  this,  to  take  nothing  upon  credit.  I  would  not 
take  anything  for  granted.  Do  not  believe  anything  that  I 
say,  or  which  my  friend  Mr.  Cobden  may  utter ;  do  not,  for  a 
moment,  think  it  worth  anything,  until  you  have  reasoned  it 
out  and  examined  the  facts,  and  made  yourselves  sure.  But 
apply  the  same  rule  to  the  landowners.  I  want  you  to  apply 
it  to  all.  Candidates  come  before  you  at  the  hustings,  and 
they  pledge  themselves  to  all  sorts  of  impossible  things.  It 
is  notorious  that  half  the  things  which  men  say  they  will  do 
when  they  go  to  Parliament,  that  assembly  has  no  more  power 
to  perform  than  it  has  to  prevent  the  sun  rising  to-morrow. 
These  men  come,  and  they  promise  a  variety  of  impossible 
things ;  they  go  to  Parliament  and  cannot  perform  them,  and 
then  those  who  sent  them  there  are  disappointed,  and  fancy 
they  are  betrayed. 

If  the  tenantry  of  this  country,  powerful  as  they  are 
now  in  numbers  on  the  county  registers,  would  look  a  little  to 
their  own  rank,  and  not  quite  so  much  to  another  rank  and 
order,  they  would  find  more  real  attention  to  their  true  in¬ 
terests  on  behalf  of  county  representatives  than  they  do  at 
present.  I  bought  the  Times  newspaper  at  the  station  as  I 
was  coming  down,  and  I  find  a  paragraph  in  it  which  may  be 
worth  reading.  It  is  extracted  from  the  Western  Times,  a 
Devonshire  paper.  It  states — 

A  requisition  is  actually  determined  on,  to  invite  three  eminent  renting 
farmers  to  stand  as  candidates  for  the  next  Parliamentary  election.  The 
farmers  of  Devon  are  determined  to  have  men  who  pay  rent  to  look  after  their 
interests  in  the  House  of  Commons.  We  do  not  anticipate  much  immediate 
success  from  such  a  step,  but  it  will  teach  the  aristocracy  a  lesson,  and  open 
the  eyes  of  the  tenant-farmers  to  their  power,  if  they  choose  to  act  in  concert.’ 

How  would  it  be  it  a  tenant-farmer  were  to  put  up  for  some 
county?  In  my  neighbourhood  there  used  to  be  a  little 
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jealousy  about  manufacturers.  They  bad  a  notion  that  nobody 
should  go  to  Parliament  but  a  man  who  had  no  other  occu¬ 
pation  to  fill  up  his  time,  and  who  had  moreover  a, great  deal 
of  money  to  bear  the  expense  of  a  life  in  London,  which  was 
supposed  to  be  enormous.  But  now  they  have  found  out 
their  mistake,  and  they  take  a  man  here  and  another  there, 
who  is  not  a  lord,  and  whose  ancestors  we  do  not  know 
exactly  what  they  were,  but  a  man  who  has  common  sense 
and  common  honesty — which  two  things  I  suppose  are  called 
<■  common’  for  the  very  reason  that  they  are  so  rarely  to  be 
met  with. 

We  have  heard  frequently — I  have  read  repeatedly,  at  the 
proceedings  of  agricultural  meetings  of  various  kinds — that 
the  toast  has  been  proposed  of  ‘  agriculture  and  commerce’  by 
men  who  despise  commerce  but  yet  sell  game — they  have  had 
the  audacity  to  toast  commerce  and  agriculture  together. 
There  is  and  ought  ever  to  be  a  real  union  between  these  two 
great  branches,  by  which  nations  subsist,  but  heretofore  it  has 
been  only  nominal,  and  never  real :  legislation  has  prevented 
its  being  so,  for  legislation  has  been  foolish  in  commerce  as  it 
has  been  in  agriculture.  Speeches  made  at  meetings  such  as  X 
have  referred  to  have  also  had  the  effect  of  making  this  union 
unreal.  I  hope  that  to-night  is  the  beginning  of  a  new  era. 
No  man  here  will  believe  for  a  moment  that  I  can  have 
personally  the  smallest  interest  in  injuring  any  individual  in 
this  country  who  is  the  possessor  or  the  cultivator  of  a  sing'le 
acre  of  its  soil.  There  never  can  be  prosperity  in  any  country 
while  all  the  numerous  cultivators  of  the  soil  are  permanently 
depressed  and  injured ;  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  under  all 
circumstances  the  vast  bulk  of  the  subsistence  of  our  people 
must  be  derived  from  our  own  soil,  and  from  the  direct  labour, 
as  cultivators,  of  a  vast  portion  of  our  own  countrymen. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that  any  law  passed  in 
Parliament  for  any  particular  benefit  of  commerce,  unless  it 
be  a  just  law,— and  being  just,  which  can  be  permanent,— 
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must  be  injurious  to  the  prosperity  of  agriculture  itself.  In 
the  county  from  which  I  come,  Lancashire,  the  most  pro¬ 
minent  in  the  world  for  manufactures  and  commerce,  there 
is  at  this  time  a  condition  of  prosperity,  when  contrasted 
with  what  we  saw  three  years  ago,  so  remarkable  that  it 
appears  to  be  nothing  less  than  a  miracle.  I  say  it  is  that 
miracle  which  we  see  every  day,  and  yet  are  unobservant  of 
it :  the  miracle  that  the  sun  shines,  and  that  the  showers 
fall  in  due  season,  the  earth  is  prolific,  and  the  great  and 
bountiful  Benefactor  of  our  species  gives  abundance  to  the 
people ;  and  that  abundance  having  come  for  two  or  three 
years  in  succession,  the  prostrate  millions  of  working-men  who 
were  idle  and  pauperised  are  now  standing  erect,  and  are 
employed,  and  well  paid,  and  independent,  as  much  so  as 
I  have  ever  seen  them  at  any  former  period.  Whilst  I  see 
that  with  this  abundance  there  is  that  prosperity  in  the  most 
numerous  classes  of  the  people,  I  cannot  for  a  moment  suppose 
that  the  prosperity  of  a  nation  can  in  any  degree  depend 
upon  the  foolish  fallacies  which  ignorant  men  of  all  parties 
have  spread  in  connection  with  these  subjects. 

But  with  reference  to  this  game  movement  I  must  ask 
this  meeting  to  bear  in  mind  that  when  a  man  connected 
with  the  district  which  I  come  from — having  no  claim  by 
long  standing  in  the  House  of  Commons,  nor  by  lengthened 
service  anywhere — when  he  comes  forward  upon  a  question 
hke  this,  you  must  be  certain  that  to  carry  it  to  a  successful 
issue  it  needs  far  more  than  my  own  individual  efforts:  it 
requires  the  assistance  of  intelligent,  independent,  and  ex- 
perienced  men  in  all  parts  of  the  country.  There  are  some 
in  this  meeting  who  within  the  next  month  will  give  evidence 
on  your  behalf  before  the  Game  Committee,  and  I  trust  that 
the  names  I  already  have  down  here  will  be  increased  before 
that  time,  so  that — at  least — half  a  dozen  good  witnesses  may 
go  from  this  district,  I  mean  from  this  particular  county.  So 
far  with  respect  to  this  Game  Committee. 
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There  is  one  more  topic  to  which  I  would  call  your  attention. 
An  attempt  was  made  only  a  fortnight  ago  to  procure  a 
committee  to  inquire  into  other  complaints  of  the  agricultural 
portion  of  the  community ;  that  committee  was  refused ;  hut 
from  the  altered  tone  which  I  have  seen  in  the  House,  even 
within  the  very  short  time  that  I  have  been  a  Member  of 
it,  I  am  persuaded  that  the  time  is  hastening  on  when  all 
parties  in  that  House — the  highest  Protectionist  and  the 
most  active  and  prominent  Free-trader,  with  all  that  are 
between  those  points — will  he  anxious  to  come  to  a  real  and 
honest  investigation  into  the  circumstances  which  do  affect 
the  prosperity  of  the  cultivators  of  the  soil.  When  once 
there  comes  that  spirit  over  the  minds  of  men, — a  spirit  which 
repudiates  party — which  seeks  not  to  gain  advantage  here 
by  the  spoliation  of  somebody  there — hut  a  spirit  which 
wishes  the  truth  to  be  fully  discovered  and  established, — 
when  once  that  spirit  prevails  upon  both  sides  of  the  House, 
as  I  believe  it  will  before  long  with  reference  to  some  of  these 
matters,  then  the  farmers  of  this  country,  and  every  class, 
may  look  upon  that  day  as  the  dawning  of  a  better  era, 
when  the  cultivators  of  the  soil,  the  honourable,  ancient, 
numerous,  and  most  necessary  of  all  classes  of  the  community, 
shall  no  longer  he  made  the  shuttlecock  of  political  parties, 
but  be  treated  as  rational  men,  and  their  interests  considered 
in  a  rational  manner. 

I  will  say,  in  conclusion,  that  I  am  delighted  with  this 
meeting.  I  have  met  now,  for  two  years  past,  with  large 
bodies  of  farmers  in  different  parts  of  the  country ;  many 
have  been  friendly  and  others  hostile  to  my  views ;  I  have 
always  gone  from  them  with  this  conviction,  that  wheievei 
they  have  erred,  as  I  believe  they  have  often  done,  it  has 
been  from  mistaking  their  way,  and  because  either  they  have 
followed  blind  leaders,  or  are  themselves  unsuspectingly  blind. 
But  I  come  more  and  more  to  this  conviction,  that  there  is 
no  class  of  men  in  this  country  who,  if  they  know  what  is 
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right,  and  have  the  power  to  follow  their  convictions,  will 
make  a  more  unanimous  and  determined  effort  for  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  that  right  than  will  the  tenant-farmers  of  this 
kingdom.  When  I  see  what  my  friend  Mr.  Horncastle  has 
done,  and  the  manner  in  which  you  have  received  his  services, 
and  expressed  your  approbation  of  his  conduct,  I  cannot  but 
think  that,  as  there  are  thousands  who  can  applaud  his 
conduct,  there  must  be  great  numbers  ready  to  imitate  it. 


THE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  LAND. 


BIRMINGHAM,  JANUARY  26,  1864. 


[In  November,  1863,  Mr.  Cobden  and  Mr.  Bright  spoke  at  a  meeting  at 
Rochdale,  on  the  subject  of  the  English  laws  affecting  Land  and  Labourers. 
These  speeches  were  grossly  misrepresented  by  the  Times  newspaper, 
and  Mr.  Cobden  charged  Mr.  Delane,  the  Editor  of  that  Journal,  with 
intentional  and  scandalous  misrepresentation  in  his  comments  upon  them. 
The  correspondence  between  the  Statesman  and  the  Editor  was  instructive, 
and  created  much  interest  at  the  time.  The  following  speech  was  delivered 
as  a  comment  on  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Delane,  and  as  a  defence  of  the  opinions 
expressed  at  the  meeting  at  Rochdale.] 

Although  I  have  often  stood  before  you  on  this  platform, 
yet  I  can  assure  you  that  on  no  former  occasion  have  I  felt 
it  necessary  so  much  to  ask  your  forbearance  and  your  silent 
attention  as  on  this  occasion.  I  had  no  hope  a  week  ago 
that  I  should  be  able  to  attend  here  to-night,  and  to  address 
this  large  audience,  but  being  here  in  the  performance  of  my 
duty  as  one  of  your  representatives,  I  shall  endeavour  to  lay 
before  you  the  thoughts  which  are  uppermost  in  my  mind, 
and  which  bear  upon  the  questions  in  which  we  are  all  deeply 
interested. 

There  are  two  subjects  which  have  been  treated  upon  by 
my  hon.  Colleague,  about  which  I  would  say  a  few  words 
before  I  come  to  that  which  I  had  intended  to  speak  about. 
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The  first  is  the  question  which  now  keeps  Europe  in  suspense, 
which  may  end  in  a  war,  or  may  end  in  some  diplomatic 
accommodation  of  a  long-standing  quarrel.  I  will  not  go 
into  the  history  of  the  Danish  and  German  dispute.  I  have 
received  since  I  came  here  a  long  and  most  able  letter  from  a 
German  Professor  resident  in  this  country  on  behalf  of  the 
German  view  of  that  question — probably  he  is  now  within  the 
sound  of  my  voice.  I  can  only  tell  him,  in  telling  you,  that 
I  agree  entirely,  and  from  my  heart,  with  every  word  that 
my  hon.  Colleague  spoke  upon  that  question;  and  I  will 
say  further,  that  if  there  he  a  Government  possible  in  our 
day  that  will  plunge  this  country  into  war  under  the  pre¬ 
tence  of  maintaining  the  balance  of  power  in  Europe  and 
sustaining  any  kingdom  there,  be  it  little  or  great,  I  say 
that  Government  not  only  is  not  worthy  of  the  confidence 
of  the  people  of  England,  but  deserves  our  execration  and 
abhorrence. 

There  is  one  other  question  to  which  my  hon.  Colleao>ue 
has  devoted  a  considerable  portion  of  his  speech.  He  said, 
and  I  believe  it,  that  a  year  ago  he  felt  it  a  painful  thing 
to  stand  here  and  to  avow  opinions  contrary  to  those  of  many 
of  his  friends,  and  contrary  to  those  which  I  had  avowed 
befoie.  I  told  you  then  how  painful  a  thing  it  was  for 
me  to  stand  up  and  to  controvert  on  this  platform  any  of  the 
statements  which  he  had  made.  I  came  here  to-night  in¬ 
tending  to  say  no  single  word  as  to  the  question  between 
North  and  South  in  the  United  States.  My  opinion  is  that 
the  unanimous  judgment  of  the  people  of  England,  so  far  as 
that  is  ever  shown  upon  any  public  question,  is  in  favour  of 
the  course  which  her  Majesty's  Government  have  publicly 
declared  it  to  be  their  intention  to  pursue.  I  believe  that 
my  hon.  Friend  is  mistaken  in  the  view  he  takes  of  the 
meaning  of  the  result  of  what  he  calls  a  recognition  of  the 
South.  I  have  seen  it  stated  by  authority.  North  as  well 
as  South,  and  by  authority  which  I  may  term  English,  and 
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by  authority  from  France,  that  in  the  present  condition  of 
that  quarrel,  recognition,  by  all  the  usages  of  nations,  must 
necessarily  lead  to  something  more.  And,  therefore,  although 
there  were  no  question  of  slavery,  even  though  it  were  simply 
a  political  revolt,  and  though  there  were  no  special  moral 
question  connected  with  it,  I  believe,  looking  to  the  past 
usage  of  this  country  with  regard  to  the  rebellion  of  the 
Greeks  against  Turkey,  and  with  regard  to  the  revolt  of 
the  colonies  of  South  America  against  Spain,  that  it  can  be 
demonstrated  that  this  case  affords  no  support  whatever  to 
the  argument  that  we  are  permitted  now  to  recognise  the 
South,  and  that  if  such  recognition  did  take  place  now,  it 
could  only  exasperate  still  more  the  terrible  strife  which  exists 
on  the  North  American  continent,  and  would  spread  that 
strife  even  to  Europe  itself. 

I  am  myself  of  opinion,  as  I  have  been  from  the  first, 
that  the  people  of  America — so  numerous,  so  powerful,  so 
instructed,  so  capable  in  every  way — will  settle  the  diffi¬ 
culties  of  that  continent  without  asking  the  old  countries 
of  Europe  to  take  any  share  in  them.  I  believe  that  in 
the  providence  of  the  Supreme,  the  slaveholder — untaught, 
unteacliable  by  fact  or  argument,  or  Christian  precept — 
has  been  permitted  to  commit — I  will  not  call  it  the 
crime — but  the  act  of  suicide.  Whether  President  Lincoln 
be  in  favour  of  abolition;  whether  the  Northerners  are 
unanimous  against  slavery ;  whatever  may  be  said  or 
thought  with  regard  to  the  transactions  on  that  continent, 
he  must  be  deaf  and  blind — and  worse  than  deaf  and  blind— 
who  does  not  perceive  that,  through  the  instrumentality  of 
this  strife,  that  most  odious  and  most  indescribable  offence 
against  man  and  against  heaven- — the  slavery  of  man,  the 
bondage  of  four  millions  of  our  fellow-creatures — is  coming  to 
a  certain  and  rapid  end. 

Sir,  I  will  say  of  this  question  that  I  look  forward  to  the 
time  when  I  shall  stand  on  this  platform  with  my  honourable 
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Colleague,  and  when  he  will  join  with  me — for  he  is  honest 
enough  and  frank  enough  to  do  that — when  he  will  join  with 
me  in  rejoicing  that  there  does  not  breathe  a  slave  on  the 
North  American  Continent,  and  that  the  Union  has  been 
completely  restored.  And  not  only  so,  but  he  will  rejoice 
that  England  did  not  in  the  remotest  manner,  by  a  word 
or  a  breath,  or  the  raising  of  a  finger,  or  the  setting  of  a 
type,  do  one  single  thing  to  promote  the  atrocious  object 
of  the  leaders  of  this  accursed  insurrection. 

Now,  Sir,  I  must  ask  you  to  listen  to  me  for  a  little  on 
matters  less  exciting — and  our  friends  down  below  here  who 
are  enduring  a  sort  of  purgatory, — I  must  ask  them  to  be  as 
compassionate  to  me  as  they  can,  and  I  will  commiserate 
them  as  much  as  possible.  About  two  months  ago,  on  the 
twenty-fourth  of  November,  I  had  the  opportunity  of  making 
a  speech  in  the  town  of  Rochdale,  where  I  live.  The  meeting 
was,  I  suppose,  nearly  as  large  as  this.  It  was  called  for  the 
purpose  of  affording  an  opportunity  to  our  distinguished 
representative,  Mr.  Cobden,  to  address  his  constituents.  There 
are  very  few  meetings  of  that  kind  at  Rochdale  to  which  I 
am  not  invited,  and  in  which  I  am  not  expected  to  take  part. 
On  that  occasion  I  took  the  opportunity  of  objecting  to 
those  persons  who  think  that  everything  is  done  in  this 
country  that  needs  to  be  done — that  everybody  is  so  happy 
that  politics  are  at  an  end.  I  spoke  particularly  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  million  or  million  and  a-lialf  of  our  labouring- 

O 

population  who  are  employed  in  cultivating  the  soil.  I  need 
not  tell  you  that  from  that  time  to  this  there  has  been  rather 
a  lively  discussion  in  the  newspapers  about  what  was  said 
at  that  meeting. 

O 

I  have  had  no  opportunity  of  speaking  since,  and  I  have 
not  thought  it  necessary  to  write  anything  on  the  matter, 
but  if  you  will  give  me  your  attention  for  a  short  time  I 
should  like  to  say  a  little  about  it.  What  I  said  at  that 
meeting  on  the  subject  of  the  land  was  this  : — 
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‘  I  should  say,  if  we  were  fairly  represents  d,  that  feudalism,  with  regard  to  the 
land  of  England,  would  perish,  and  that  the  agricultural  labourer  throughout  the 
United  Kingdom  would  be  redeemed  from  that  poverty  and  serfdom  which,  up 
to  this  time,  have  been  his  lot.  It  would  take  a  night,  it  would  take  a  long 
speech,  to  go  into  the  question  of  the  condition  of  that  unfortunate  class  ;  but 
with  laws  such  as  we  have,  which  are  intended  to  bring  vast  tracks  of  land  into 
the  possession  of  one  man,  that  one  man  may  exercise  great  political  power, 
that  system  is  a  curse  to  the  country,  and  dooms  the  agricultural  labourer,  I 
say,  to  perpetual  poverty  and  degradation.’ 

There  were  comments  on  that  speech,  hut  I  will  only  refer 
to  the  comments  of  one  paper,  the  Times.  The  Times,  in  an 
article  upon  foreign  politics,  and  speaking  of  small  States  in 
Europe  who  may  have  something  to  gain  by  change,  said  that 
they  might  look  upon  these  changes  with  something  of  that 
satisfaction  with  which  the  poor  might  regard  Mr.  Bright’s 
proposition  for  the  division  among  them  of  the  lands  of  the 
rich.  Well,  you  know  that  a  correspondence  took  place  almost 
immediately,  and  in  consequence  of  that  passage,  between  my 
friend  Mr.  Cobden  and  Mr.  John  Delane,  the  editor  of  the 
Times.  Now,  this  is  what  the  Times  had  said,  that  I  am  now 
about  to  read,  two  days  after  the  speech  : — 

‘  This  language’ — 

that  is  the  language  of  Mr.  Cobden,  and  yet  my  language,  I 
am  free  to  say,  was  more  strong  upon  the  general  question, 
I  think,  than  Mr.  Cobden’s — 

*  so  often  repeated  and  so  often  calculated  to  excite  discontent  among  the  poor 
and  half-informed,  has  really  only  one  intelligible  meaning.  “  Reduce  the 
electoral  franchise  ;  for  when  you  have  done  so  you  will  obtain  an  assembly 
which  will  seize  on  the  estates  of  propi'ietors  of  land  and  divide  them  gratui¬ 
tously  among  the  poor.”  ’ 

Well,  Sir,  when  this  notable  newspaper  editor  was  brought  to 
book,  what  did  he  say  ?  On  the  same  day  he  wrote  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Cobden,  the  18th  December,  and  also  published  an  article 
in  his  newspaper.  In  his  letter  he  says  :  ‘  You  seem  to  assume 
that  I  charged  you  with  proposing  that  this  division  should 
be  accomplished  by  violence.’  Does  anybody  believe  that  any 
one  without  violence  can  seize  upon  the  lands  of  the  rich,  and 
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distribute  them  gratuitously,  that  is,  for  nothing,  amongst 
the  poor  ?  On  the  same  day,  in  an  article,  he  made  this 
statement : — 

‘Nobody  was  likely  to  charge  those  two  gentlemen  with  recommending 
“  agrarian”  outrages,  for  their  interest  is  as  much  bound  up  with  social  order, 
the  rights  of  property,  and  the  Queen’s  peace  as  that  of  the  whole  peerage.’ 

Which  is  true ;  but  why  did  not  he  find  that  out  before  he  had 
made  that  charge  ?  He  says, — 

‘Nobody  who  read  the  single  line  which  Mr.  Cobden  has  seized  for  a  peg  to 
hang  his  defence  upon  could  imagine  for  a  moment  that  it  pointed  to  violence.’ 

This  is  the  gentleman  who  professes  to  counsel  and  lead 
the  nation.  Now,  suppose  he  had  charged  Adam  Smith,  the 
great  apostle  of  political  economy,  with  approving  piracy,  or 
if  he  had  charged  John  Wesley  with  being-  an  encourager 
of  drunkenness  and  profanity,  would  it  have  been  more  extra¬ 
ordinary  than  that  he  should  charge  Mr.  Cobden  and  myself 
with  instigating  agrarian  outrages  and  the  seizure  of  the  estates 
of  those  who  now  hold  them,  for  the  purpose  of  dividing  them 
among  the  people,  of  course  taking  nothing  from  the  people 
for  them,  and  therefore  giving  nothing  to  the  rich  for  them  ? 
If  there  be  two  men  in  England,  I  will  undertake  to  say, 
who  have  more  conscientiously  and  more  faithfully  preached 
for  twenty-five  years  the  doctrines  of  absolute  honesty  with 
regard  to  political  questions  in  England,  those  two  men  are 
Mr.  Cobden  and  myself.  But  Mr.  Cobden  came  forward  to 
assail  Mr.  Delane  when  he  made  this  charge  against  me. 
He  found  a  man  in  a  mask  endeavouring  to  stab  me  in  the 
back,  for  he  had  not  seen  that  the  same  man  had  been,  in 
a  previous  article,  also  stabbing  him, — and  he  came  forward, 
and  dragged  his  mask  from  him,  and  he  showed  him  to  the 
gaze  of  the  whole  nation  and  of  the  world.  And  at  last, 
after  denial  and  equivocation  of  every  kind,  this  unmasked 
editor  of  this  great  journal  was  obliged  to  retire  from  the  per¬ 
sonal  part  of  this  controversy,  and  to  skulk  back  into  his 
anonymous  hiding-place,  which  suits  him  better. 
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I  will  tell  you  liow  it  was.  Neither  Mr.  Cohden  nor  I 
have  ever  said  anything'  to  show  that  we  thought  it  desirable 
to  abolish  by  force  of  law  anonymous  writing  in  our  news¬ 
papers  ;  but  Mr.  Cohden  laments,  as  I  do,  and  as  you  all  do, 
that  the  anonymous  system  is  inevitably  a  shelter  for  a  man 
who  has  no  sense  of  honour.  I  recollect  a  description  which 
I  am  sure  will  suit  Mr.  Delane  admirably.  It  was  published 
some  time  ago  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  described  a 
notorious  politician  there  who,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  has 
been  at  the  elbow  of  the  New  York  correspondent  of  the 
Times  for  the  last  twelve  months — with  what  happy  success 
to  the  forecast  and  the  honesty  of  that  paper  we  all  know. 
It  was  said  of  him  that  ‘  he  was  a  just  man  and  a  righteous 
man,  and  that  he  walked  uprightly  before  the  world, ,  hut  when 
he  was  not  before  the  world  his  walk  was  slantindicular/  Sir, 
the  Times  newspaper,  notwithstanding  all  this,  is  a  power  in 
this  country,  and  a  power  in  Europe.  No  man  laments  more 
than  I  do  that  so  much  power  should  he  associated  with  what 
I  will  call  a  godless  intellect  and  a  practical  atheism.  No 
one  laments  more  than  I  do  that  a  paper  which  was  once 
great  in  its  independence  has  become  now — what  shall  I  say  ? 
—  domesticated,  for  the  editor  of  the  Times  is  now  domes¬ 
ticated  in  the  houses  of  Cabinet  Ministers  and  members  of 
high  families  in  London.  He  has  learned  now, — in  this  day, 

O 

when  that  paper  might  have  been  more  useful  than  ever, — to 
fetch  and  carry  for  Cambridge  House.  And,  Sir,  for  aught 
I  know,  looking  at  what  is  said  in  the  clubs  in  London  about 
the  dispensation  of  patronage  to  men  who  have  been  writers 
for  that  journal,  I  am  not  sure,  unless  what  I  say  now  may 
make  it  difficult,  that  some  day  or  other  some  proprietor 
(or  chief  proprietor)  of  that  paper  may  not  find  himsell 
placed  in  the  House  of  Peers  as  compensation  for  the  services 
offered  to  the  present  Prime  Minister  of  England. 

But  now,  passing  from  that  subject,  you  will  remember 
that  my  argument  at  Rochdale  was  that  the  agricultural 
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labouring1  population  of  this  country  were  in  a  deplorable 
condition,  and  that  I  believed  that  to  a  large  extent  it  was 
to  be  attributed  to  the  unsound  and  unjust  laws  which  regu¬ 
late  the  possession  and  distribution  of  land.  Now  you  know, 
of  course,  living  in  Birmingham,  as  well  as  we  know,  that, 
contrary  to  what  exists  in  some  countries,  we  have  three  great 
classes  connected  with  land.  We  have  the  landowner  first, 
who  is  always  becoming  richer — that  is  if  he  does  not  spend 
too  much.  His  land  is  always  becoming  more  valuable.  You 
find  him  living  in  a  better  house,  with  more  gorgeous  fittings, 
with  a  more  splendid  equipage,  and  following  more  expensive 
amusements.  [A  Voice  :  ‘I  thought  the  cotton  lords  did  that/] 
No  doubt.  If  you  pursue  it  further,  you  find  the  tenant- 
farmers  occupying  larger  farms,  and  in  connection  with  the 
tenant-farmers  there  is  a  much  greater  apparent  wealth.  But 
if  you  come  to  the  labourers,  who  cultivate  the  land,  by  whose 
toil  and  whose  sweat  your  tables  are  furnished  with  bread  and 
with  beef,  and  with  many  other  things  that  they  produce,  you 
find  these  labourers  at  this  moment,  I  believe,  at  a  compara¬ 
tively  greater  distance  from  the  landlord,  and  from  the  tenant 
probably,  than  they  were  at  any  former  period.  [ ‘  No,  no/] 
There  is  a  gentleman  present  who  differs  from  me;  I  am 
glad  he  is  m  the  meeting. 

I  will  ask  you  whether,  during  past  years,  you  have  read 
any  letters  in  the  Times  newspaper  signed  by  the  initials 
' S-  G-  These  letters  were  written  by  a  gentleman  of  rare 
intelligence  and  of  great  benevolence.  His  descriptions  I 
believe  may  be  entirely  relied  upon.  If  any  of  you  have 
read  some  letters  written  three  or  four  months  ago  from 
parts  of  Buckinghamshire  and  published  in  the  Star  news¬ 
paper,  with  regard  to  the  condition  of  that  population, _ 

you  will  know  what  it  is  that  I  mean,— but  if  you  are  un¬ 
willing  to  take  their  evidence,  let  us  take  the  evidence  of 
a  witness  that  nobody  here  will  call  in  question,  and  that 
is  the  evidence  of  the  Saturday  Review.  On  the  26th  of 
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September  last  there  was  an  article  in  that  journal  on 
‘  Agricultural  Labourers/  in  which  it  said — and  I  beg  you 
to  listen  to  it,  for,  in  point  of  fact,  it  is  the  great  part  of  my 
speech.  The  extract  from  the  article  reads  thus  : — 

‘  When  the  dull  season  of  the  year  comes  round  [it  is  between  October  and 
the  meeting  of  Parliament]  all  sorts  of  odd  persons  and  things  have  their  share 
of  public  attention,  and  even  agricultural  labourers  are  pitied  and  discussed. 
At  other  times  they  live  on  with  no  one  much  to  care  for  them — the  farmer 
looking  on  them  as  his  natural  enemies,  the  parson’s  kindly  soul  getting  weary 
of  his  long  combat  with  their  helpless  stolid  ignorance,  and  the  squire  not 
knowing  what  he  can  do  for  them  further  than  build  two  or  three  Elizabethan 
cottages,  covered  with  honeysuckle,  close  to  his  gates.’ 

And  then  the  writer  of  the  article  proceeds  to  say  that  when 
foreigners  come  here  and  read  of  the  condition  of  agricultural 
labourers  they  must  be  much  shocked,  for  he  adds : — 

‘We  are  moved  to  a  languid  shame  and  sadness  by  thinking  how  true  the 
picture  is,  and  what  wretched,  uncared-for,  untaught  brutes  the  people  are  who 
raise  the  crops  on  which  we  live.’ 

And  then  : — 

‘  There  is  a  wailing  over  the  dirt  and  vice  and  misery  that  must  prevail  in 
houses  where  seven  or  eight  persons,  of  both  sexes  and  all  ages,  are  penned  up 
together  for  the  night  in  the  one  rickety,  foul,  vermin-haunted  bedroom.  The 
picture  of  agricultural  life  unrolls  itself  before  us  as  it  is  painted  by  those  who 
know  it  best.  We  see  the  dull  clouded  mind,  the  bovine  gaze,  the  brutality 
and  recklessness,  the  simple  audacity  of  vice,  the  confused  hatred  of  his  betters, 
which  mark  the  English  peasant,  unless  some  happy  fortune  has  saved  him 
from  the  general  lot,  and  persuaded  him  that  life  “  has  something  besides  beer 
that  the  poor  man  may  have  and  may  relish.”’ 

He  then  goes  on  to  declare  that  ‘  the  old  feudalism  ’ — feudal¬ 
ism  is  precisely  the  thing  I  mentioned — 

‘  The  old  feudalism  of  England — the  state  of  things  when  there  yet  were 
serfs,  and  when  the  lords  of  the  soil  were  almost  a  different  order  of  beings — 
still  colours  the  relations  of  the  rich  and  the  poor.’ 

And  perhaps  you  would  like  to  know  what  he  says  an  agri¬ 
cultural  labourer  should  be.  The  writer  states  : — 

<  it  is  looked  on  as  the  duty  and  place  of  the  poor  man  to  stay  in  his  native 
village  for  ever  ;  to  work  hard  for  ten  or  twelve  shillings  a-week,  and  bring  up  a 
large  family  respectably  on  the  money  j  to  touch  his  hat  to  the  gentry,  to  go  to 
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church  regularly,  and  to  make  out  as  much  as  he  can  of  the  service  ;  to  hate 
the  public-house,  and  feel  no  longing  for  company  and  a  bright  fire  or  gossip, 
and  to  be  guided  towards  heaven  by  the  curate  and  the  young  ladies.  This  is 
the  poor  man  which  modern  feudalism  actually  produces,  and  who  may  be 
seen  by  any  one  who  stands  opposite  the  door  of  the  village  beershop  on  a 
Saturday  evening.’ 

Now  this  is  the  testimony  of  the  Saturday  Review,  and 
what  do  you  think  the  writer  of  the  article  from  which  I 
have  just  quoted  proposes  ? — he  proposes  that  instead  of  a 
man  receiving  parochial  relief  from  the  parish,  he  shall  he 
allowed  to  receive  it  from  that  larger  area,  namely,  from 
the  Union ;  and  that  a  law  which  he  says  is  hardly  ever  put 
in  practice  should  be  repealed,  by  which  a  working-man 
breaking  a  contract  to  work  is  treated  as  a  felon.  I  do  not 
believe  those  remedies  would  be  sufficient  for  the  terrible 
malady  which  he  has  described  in  such  powerful  language. 
May  I  ask  you  this  question?  Is  it  the  unchangeable  law 
of  Heaven  that  the  agricultural  population  of  this  country 
shall  continue  in  that  condition?  Winters  tell  you,  that  your 
agriculture  is  far  better  than  any  other  agriculture,  that  you 
produce  a  larger  quantity  of  wheat  or  any  other  produce  over 
a  given  surface.  We  know  that  there  is  the  greatest  market 
in  the  world  close  at  their  doors,  and  the  means  of  conveyance 
to  every  part  of  the  kingdom.  Then  I  want  to  know  why 
it  is  that  the  labouring  population  upon  the  farms  of  this 
country  are  in  the  condition  I  have  just  described.  Is  it  so 
in  the  most  civilized  parts  of  Europe;  is  it  so  in  the  United 
States  of  America?  No.  I  could  give  you,  if  it  were  not 
that  reading  evidence  from  books  is  not  suited  to  a  speech, 
and  to  a  great  meeting  like  this — I  could  read  you  evidence 
from  every  kind  of  man — from  the  highest  in  rank — from  the 
most  cultivated  in  mind — from  the  most  extensively  known 
in  public  affairs — I  could  prove  to  you,  beyond  all  doubt,  that 
in  all  these  countries  in  Europe  where  the  land  is  divided  and 
the  people  have  a  chance  of  having  some  of  it — those  in  fact 
who  are  industrious  and  frugal— that  the  condition  of  the 
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agricultural  and  peasant  population  is  infinitely  superior  to 
anything  that  is  to  be  seen  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 

Well,  then,  you  may  ask  me  very  reasonably, — what  is  the 
difference  between  the  laws  of  these  countries  and  the  laws 
of  ours,  and  what  changes  do  you  propose  ?  I  will  tell  you 
in  as  few  words  as  I  can.  In  the  greatest  portion  of  the 
Continent  of  Europe — in  France,  in  Germany,  in  Belgium,  in 
Holland  and  in  Norway,  and  in  point  of  fact  it  is  likely  to 
become  general  throughout  Europe,  the  law  follows  what  is 
believed  to  he  the  natural  law  of  affection  and  justice  between 
parent  and  children.  The  large  portion  of  the  property  of 
the  parent  must  be  by  will  (or  if  not  by  will  the  law  will 
so  order  it)  divided  amongst  the  children ;  not  land  alone, 
but  all  the  property  of  the  parent,  according  to  the  number 
of  his  children.  And  you  are  to  be  frightened  by  this 
law  of  becpiests  as  if  it  were  something  very  dreadful.  It 
only  follows  the  rule  which  the  majority  of  your  merchants, 
your  manufacturers,  and  of  all  the  people  in  the  world  have 
followed  in  these  later  days,  of  treating  their  children  with 
equal  affection  and  with  equal  justice.  On  going  to  the 
United  States,  you  find  a  very  different  state  of  the  law. 
There  a  man  may  leave  his  property  as  he  likes  amongst 
his  children,  because  the  United  States’  law  believes  that 
natural  affection  and  justice  are  of  themselves  a  sufficient 
law  in  the  majority  of  cases,  and  therefore  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  enforce  these  moral  duties  by  any  statute.  But 
if  a  man  dies  without  leaving  a  will,  the  law  of  the  United 
States  takes  his  property,  and  looking  upon  his  children  with 
equal  affection  and  equal  justice,  makes  that  distribution  which 
it  believes  the  just  and  living  parent  would  have  made. 

But  if  you  come  to  this  country  what  do  you  find  ?  You 
find  this,  that  with  regard  to  all  kinds  of  property,  except 
what  is  called  real  property,  (meaning  the  land  of  the 
country  and  the  houses  upon  it,)  the  law  does  exactly  the 
same  thing.  It  divides  it  equally  amongst  the  children, 
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because  it  knows  that  this  is  what  the  parent  should  have  done, 
and  would  have  done,  if  he  had  been  a  just  parent.  But  when 
it  comes  to  the  question  of  the  land,  our  law  is  contrary 
to  the  European  law  which  makes  a  statute  according  to 
natuial  justice,  contrary  to  the  United  States'  law,  which,  when 
theie  is  no  will,  makes  a  distribution  also  in  accordance  with 
natural  justice.  Thus  our  law  steps  in  and  does  that  which 
natural  justice  would  forbid.  Now  I  should  like  to  know 
if  anybody  is  prepared  to  deny  this.  Personalty,  that  is, 
property  which  is  not  land,  is  divided  equally ;  the  property 
which  is  land  is  not  divided  equally,  but  is  given  to  the  eldest 
son  in  one  lump.  Now,  tell  me  whether  the  principle  which 
the  law  of  Europe  for  the  most  part  wishes  to  enforce,  that 
which  the  law  of  America  enforces  when  there  is  no  will, 
that  which  we  enforce  when  land  is  not  in  question— whether 
that  is  not  a  more  just  law,  does  not  approve  itself  more  to 
the  hearts  of  men,  and  before  the  eye  of  Heaven,  than  a  law 
by  which  we  send  beggars  into  the  world,— it  may  be  half- 
a-dozen  children,  that  we  may  make  one  rich  in  the  posses¬ 
sion  of  unnecessary  abundance  ? 

What  are  the  reasons -these  things  are  not  done  without 
reasons— ask  anybody  what  are  the  reasons,  and  you  are  told, 
perhaps,  that  they  are  high  political  reasons.  These  liigh 
political  reasons  are  often  very  curious.  In  some  countries- 
in  Turkey,  for  example-it  has  been  the  custom  for  a  long 
time,  and  is  hardly  abandoned  yet,  that  the  wielder  of  the 
sceptre  should  destroy  his  younger  brothers,  lest  they  should 
become  competitors  with  him  for  the  throne.  What  woidd 
you  think  if  the  law  of  this  country  doomed  all  the  younger 
children  to  a  want  of  freedom  and  to  a  total  want  of  educa¬ 
tion, -if  it  conferred  all  the  freedom  and  all  the  education 
on  the  eldest  sons,  and  left  the  others  to  go  to  the  streets  ? 

It  would  be  as  reasonable  to  cut  off  all  the  younger  boys 
and  girls  from  all  education  and  all  freedom,  as  it  is  to  cut 
them  off  from  their  share  of  their  father's  property.  But 
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you  will  find  to-morrow  morning,  in  all  probability,  that 
the  editor  in  this  town, — wlio  does  not  generally,  as  I  have 
noticed,  serve  you  up  very  strong  meat, — will  say,  if  he 
comments  on  this  part  of  my  speech,  what  use  would  it  he 
to  make  a  law  that  the  property  shall  he  divided  in  cases 
where  there  is  no  will,  when  men  die  so  seldom  without 
making  a  will,  and  will  argue  that  the  difference  will  he 
very  small.  I  will  tell  you  what  difference  it  would  make. 
It  would  take  the  tremendous  sanction  of  the  law  from  the 
side  of  evil,  and  put  it  on  the  side  of  good. 

There  is  a  case — it  is  the  only  one  which  occurs  to  me — 
bearing  upon  this  point.  About  the  time  when  the  American 
colonies  were  severed  from  this  country,  the  laws  of  primo¬ 
geniture  and  entail  were  enforced  in  the  State  of  Virginia 
in  the  most  rigid  manner.  Mr.  Jefferson,  who  was  after¬ 
wards  President  of  the  Eepuhlic,  considered  it  one  of  the 
greatest  acts  of  his  life  that  he  prevailed  upon  the  Legisla¬ 
ture  of  Virginia  to  abolish  these  laws.  You  will  find  this 
statement  in  his  Life, — f  The  class  which  thus  provided  for 
the  perpetuation  of  its  wealth  also  monopolized  the  civil 
honours  of  the  colony/  You  will  be  able  to  judge  whether 
that  is  not  very  much  the  case  in  this  country.  Amongst 
the  reasons  which  he  gave  for  abolishing  the  law  of 
entails  was  that  he  wished  ‘  to  make  an  opening  for  the 
aristocracy  of  virtue  and  talent,  which  nature  has  wisely 
provided  for  the  direction  of  the  interests  of  society,  and 
scattered  with  equal  hand  throughout  all  its  conditions/ 
And  when  he  came  to  the  abolition  of  the  law  and  custom 
of  primogeniture,  that  is,  by  the  enactment  of  a  law  that 
property  should  be  equally  divided  whenever  the  parents 
did  not  leave  a  will,  it  is  said  by  his  biographer  that  these 
laws — 

<  Have  not  merely  altered  the  distribution  of  that  part  of  the  landed  pro¬ 
perty  which  is  transmitted  to  surviving  relatives  by  the  silent  operation  of  law, 
but  they  have  also  operated  on  public  opinion  so  as  to  influence  the  testamen¬ 
tary  disposition  of  it  by  the  proprietors,  without  which  last  effect  the  purpose 
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of  the  Legislature  might  have  been  readily  defeated.  The  cases  are  now  very 
rare  in  which  a  parent  makes,  by  his  will,  a  much  more  unequal  distribution 
of  his  property  among  his  children  than  the  law  itself  would  make.  It  is  thus 
that  laws,  themselves  the  creatures  of  public  opinion,  often  powerfully  re-act 
on  it.’ 

And  he  goes  on  to  show  that  the  effect  of  the  distribution  was 
to  lessen  the  chances  of  a  man  being  so  enormously  rich,  and 
to  give  an  opportunity  to  a  large  number  to  become  moderately 
so.  He  said  further,  that  if  there  were  fewer  coaches  and  six 
in  the  State  of  Virginia,  there  were  twenty  times  as  many 
carriages  and  pairs. 

I  have  thus  briefly  touched  upon  the  question  of  primo¬ 
geniture.  The  question  of  entails  is  much  of  the  same 
kind,  and  with  regard  to  its  effect  upon  the  public  I  shall 
only  say  a  sentence  or  two.  The  object  of  entailing  land  is 
to  keep  great  estates  together,  and  to  keep  them  in  one 
family.  Upon  this  system  land  in  this  country  is  sometimes 
tied  up  for  fifty,  or  eighty,  or  a  hundred  years,  no  person 
having  power  to  sell  it,  however  advantageous  it  might  be  to 
the  proprietors  that  the  land  should  be  sold.  And  then,  if  you 
come  to  the  question  of  the  difficulties  of  transfer,  I  might 
ask  gentlemen  near  me  connected  with  the  law — and  they 
will  tell  you  that  it  always  takes  months,  and  it  sometimes 
takes  years,  to  prove  a  title;  and  the  cost  of  this  in  money 
comes  to  no  inconsiderable  portion  of  the  purchase  money  of 
the  property. 

Now,  may  I  ask  you  what  is  the  political  reason  for 
which  this  state  of  things  is  maintained?  It  is  for  the  very 
reason  for  which  this  system  was  established  eight  hundred 
years  ago— that  there  may  be  in  this  country  a  handful 
of  persons,  three  or  four  times  as  many  as  there  are  here— 
twice  as  many  perhaps— who  are  the  owners  of  nearly  all  the 
land,  in  whose  hand  is  concentrated  nearly  all  the  power,  by 
whom  the  Government  of  the  country  is  mainly  conducted, 
and  amongst  whom  the  patronage  of  the  Government  is 
mainly  distributed.  In  every  country  in  the  world,  as  far 
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as  I  know,  the  possessors  of  land  are  the  possessors  of  power. 
In  France,  at  this  moment,  we  all  know  perfectly  well  that, 
notwithstanding  there  may  be  a  revolution  now  and  then  in 
the  streets  of  Paris,  if  you  come  to  the  question  of  voting, 
the  majority  of  the  voting’  population  at  this  moment  are 
found  in  the  number  of  the  proprietors  of  the  land.  Ten  or 
twelve  years  ago  it  was  their  suffrages  which  conferred  the 
supreme  power  on  the  present  Emperor  of  the  French.  If 
you  go  across  the  Atlantic,  and  study  the  political  system  of 
the  United  States,  where  almost  all  the  farmers  are  owners 
of  their  farms,  you  will  find  that  they  are  the  holders  of 
political  power.  The  city  of  New  York  may  denounce  the 
policy  of  the  Government  at  Washington ;  but  it  is  the 
land-owning  farmers — the  cultivators  of  the  great  States 
in  the  interior  of  the  country — who  are  the  real  holders 
of  political  power,  and  by  whose  will  alone  the  President 
of  the  United  States  is  able  to  carry  on  the  great  matters 
which  belong  to  his  exalted  station.  It  is  the  same  in  the 
Southern  States,  for  the  great  planting  population— the 
owners  of  immense  plantations — are  the  life  and  soul  of 
Southern  politics.  And  if  you  come  to  our  own  country— 
to  your  own  county,  Warwickshire,  or  any  county  you 
choose  to  walk  into— you  will  find  that  two  or  three  great 
landowners  can  sit  down  together  and  determine  who  shall 
or  who  shall  not  go  to  Parliament,  as  the  pretended  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  population  in  that  county. 

I  believe  that  with  these  vast  properties,  which  are  of 
no  real  advantage  to  those  who  hold  them — for  100,000/. 
a-year,  or  200,000 1 .  a-year,  can  give  no  man  greater 
real  happiness  than  10,000/.  or  5,000/.  a-year,— I  say  these 
great  properties,  with  great  political  power,  form  what  we 
call  our  great  territorial  system — a  system  which  prevails 
to  an  extent  in  this  country  which  is  probably  unknown  111 
any  other,  but  which  leaves  the  cultivator  of  the  soil  ignorant, 
and  hopeless,  and  dependent,  and  degraded,  lheie  is,  as  you 
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know,  a  great  tendency  to  increase  the  size  of  farms  throughout 
the  country,  a  practice  which  makes  it  still  more  difficult  for  the 
labourer  ever  to  become  a  tenant,  or  to  rise  from  the  condition 
in  which  he  is.  You  see  a  ladder— the  social  ladder— upon 
which  you  wish  to  see  the  poor,  and  depressed,  and  unfortunate 
mne-or-ten-shillings-a-week-labourer  ascend  gradually.  You 
would  rejoice  to  see  him  get  up  a  few  steps  and  become  a  farmer, 
although  but  in  a  small  way ;  or  the  owner  of  a  small  piece 
of  land.  But  you  find  that  for  six  or  eight,  or  ten  feet  up 
the  ladder,  the  steps  are  broken  out;  and,  in  his  low  position, 
he  has  not  a  chance  of  beginning  the  ascent.  Let  there  be 
steps  in  the  shape  of  small  farms  and  small  estates,  and  land 
freely  bought  and  sold,  and  then  he  will  have  something  to 
hope  for,  something  to  save  even  his  small  earnings  for,  that 
he  may  be  enabled  to  purchase  or  to  occupy  one  of  these  small 
farms  and  get  away  from  the  humble  and  melancholy  position 
in  which  he  is  now,  to  one  which  I  wish,  from  my  soul,  every 
labourer  in  this  country  could  find  himself  placed  in. 

Now,  Sir,  for  fear  that  the  Man  in  the  Mask— he  has 
got  Ins  mask  on  again  for  a  time — for  fear  that  the  Man  in 
the  Mask  should  misrepresent  me  to-morrow,  let  me  tell  you 
that  I  am  not  against  great  estates,  or  great  farms,  or 
great  factories,  but  I  have  a  very  great  liking  for  small 
estates,  small  farms,  and  small  factories.  In  this  country, 
where  there  is  such  a  rapid  creation  of  wealth,  there  is 
always  a  great  power  urging  to  the  accumulation  of  land. 

I  know  the  case  of  a  nobleman  now,  in  a  southern  county, 
from  report,  who  is  stated  to  have  an  income  of  120,000/. 
a-year ;  and  being  a  wise  man,  as  regards  his  expenditure 
compared  with  his  income,  he  only  spends— though  it  is  a 
mystery  to  me  how  he  spends  it— he  only  spends  40,000/. 
a-year,  and  he  has  80,000 1.  a-year  left.  What  does  he  do  with 
this?  He  buys  up  every  farm,  every  estate,  big  or  little,  all 
over  the  district,  and  the  consequence  is  that  his  immense 
estate  is  constantly  becoming  larger.  I  do  not  blame  him  for 
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that.  I  applaud  him  so  far,  that  he  is  a  man  who  does  not  waste 
his  property,  and  I  have  heard  that  among  those  with  whom 
he  lives  he  is  a  man  of  excellent  character.  There  are  persons 
who  come  from  Manchester,  from  Leeds,  and  there  are  some 
in  Birmingham  who  are  able  to  purchase  large  estates. 
There  is  a  tendency  to  this  in  this  country,  where  we  have 
so  much  manufacturing  and  commercial  industry,  and  wealth 
to  buy  estates  with.  In  addition  to  this,  their  posses¬ 
sion  gives  great  social  position  and  great  political  influence. 
I  am  not  complaining  of  this.  It  is  a  natural,  and  advan¬ 
tageous,  and  healthy  thing;  for  it  is  desirable  that  farmers 
should  have  the  stimulus  of  ambition  to  have  a  larger  farm, 
and  that  the  men  who  have  an  estate  should  have  an  ambition 
— if  they  can  entertain  it  honestly — to  have  a  larger  estate. 
The  stimulus  by  which  men  strive  at  something  honourable  is 
useful  to  the  country;  but  at  the  same  time,  to  add  to 
this  the  force  of  a  most  intricate  and  complicated  system 
of  law,  to  give  to  this  force  greater  force,  is,  in  my  opinion, 
contrary  to  all  the  true  interests  of  England;  and  1  believe 
if  it  goes  on  for  another  half-century,  as  it  has  for  the  last 
half-century,  it  will  cause  great  discontent  and  great  embar¬ 
rassment  within  this  now  peaceful  kingdom. 

What  I  propose  is  this — it  is  nothing  that  I  have  not 
stated  before — it  is  the  most  moderate  thing  that  can  be  pro¬ 
posed.  If  you  want  to  see  an  admirable  description  of  what 
I  think  it  would  be  wise  to  do,  you  will  find  it  in  a  paper 
which  certainly  is  not  very  Radical— is  rather,  in  my  opinion, 
though  conducted  with  considerable  ability,  conceited  in  some 
of  its  criticisms  upon  us— I  mean  the  Spectator.  There  was 
an  article  on  Saturday  last  in  this  paper  on  the  subject  of 
land  laws  in  New  York,  and  although  there  are  only  three 
or  four  lines  about  N"ew  York  in  the  article,  that  does  not 
matter,  for  it  is  admirably  written.  In  one  place  it  reads  as 

follows  : _ f  No  doubt  Mr.  Bright  would  consider  this  not 

sufficient  change  for  the  purposes  he  wishes/  He  is  quite 
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mistaken.  The  changes  which  he  proposes  are  more  ex¬ 
tensive  than  any  changes  I  have  ever  proposed,  either  in 
public  or  in  private.  What  are  these  changes?  First  of 
all,  that  the  law  shall  declare  that  when  any  person  owning 
property  dies  without  making  a  distribution  of  it  by  will, 
the  law  shall  distribute  it  upon  the  same  principle  that  it 
now  adopts  when  it  divides — I  am  now  speaking  of  landed 
property — any  other  kind  of  property.  For  example :  Sup¬ 
pose  a  man  has  got  money  in  the  bank — I  wish  eveiybody 
had  suppose  he  has  machinery  in  his  mill,  merchandise 
in  his  warehouse,  ships  upon  the  ocean,  or  that  he  has  shares, 
or  the  parchments  for  them  in  his  safe  —  if  he  dies,  the 
Government  by  the  law,  or  rather  the  law  itself,  makes  a  dis- 
tribution  of  all  that  property  amongst  all  his  children,  in 
accordance  with  the  great  universal  law  of  natural  parental 
affection  and  justice.  Then,  I  say,  let  that  principle  be  ex¬ 
tended  to  all  the  property  which  a  man  may  die  possessed  of ; 
and,  so  far  as  that  goes,  I  want  no  further  change.  Then, 
with  regard  to  the  question  of  entails,  I  would  say  this  : 

the  Spectator  proposes  that  a  man,  by  entailing  his  property _ 

so  far  as  I  can  understand — shall  only  prevent  himself  and 
his  next  heir  from  disposing  of  it — that  there  shall  be,  in  point 
of  fact,  only  two  persons  in  the  entail.  Now,  what  I  propose 
is,  that  a  man  may  leave  his  property  to  as  many  persons 
as  he  likes,  to  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E  and  F,  and  so  on  all  through 
the  alphabet,  if  they  are  all  alive  at  the  time  he  makes  his  will, 
and  he  can  put  all  their  names  into  it.  But  at  present  he 
can  leave  it  to  these  people,  and  to  a  child  then  unborn,  and 
who  shall  not  be  born,  it  may  be,  till  twenty  years  after 
he  has  made  his  will.  I  would  cut  that  off.  I  contend  that 
it  should  be  left  to  persons  who  are  in  existence,  and  whose 
names  are  in  the  will,  and  you  will  find  that  as  A,  B,  and  C 
died  it  would  finally  come  into  the  hands  of  a  man  who  would 
have  the  absolute  disposal  of  it,  and  who  could  keep,  or  sell, 
or  give,  or  waste  it  as  he  pleased. 
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And  I  believe  it  will  be  much  better  for  the  public  when 
that  freedom  of  transfer  is  given  to  the  possessors  of  land 
which  is  given  to  the  possessors  of  every  other  kind  of  pro¬ 
perty.  If  I  were  to  sit  down  for  ten  minutes  and  a  lawyer 
were  to  take  my  place,  he  could  tell  you  what  a  trouble  our 
law  is ;  and — although  I  am  sorry  that  some  of  them  think 
that  they  make  a  good  thing  out  of  it — what  a  curse  it  is 
to  a  man  who  buys  landed  property  or  who  sells  it.  Every¬ 
thing  which  I  am  proposing  is  carried  out,  I  believe,  through 
most  of  the  States  in  the  American  Union,  and  to  a  greater 
extent  on  the  Continent  of  Europe,  and  is  being  adopted  in 
the  Australian  colonies.  It  is  the  most  curious  thing  in  the 
world  that  whenever  an  Englishman  leaves  these  shores — 
whether  it  is  the  effect  of  the  salt  air,  or  of  sea-sickness, 
or  the  result  of  that  prolonged  meditation  which  a  voyage  of 
some  weeks'’  duration  invites,  I  do  not  know — but  whenever 
an  Englishman  leaves  these  shores,  the  effect  is  to  peel  off,  not 
the  rags  of  his  body,  but  the  verminous  rags  from  his  intellect 
and  soul.  He  leaves  behind  him  in  England  all  the  stupidity 
which  some  of  us  cherish,  and  he  lands  in  Australia  with  his 
vision  so  clear,  that  he  can  see  things  in  a  common-sense 
manner. 

I  want  to  ask  you  as  reasonable  men,  as  men  of  business 

_ there  is  not  a  man  who  cannot  understand  this  question 

moderately  well — is  this  spoliation  ?  Is  this  agrarian  outiage? 
Is  this  stimulating  the  working-man  and  the  agricultural 
labourer  to — what  shall  I  say  ? — to,  it  may  be,  incendiansm 
or  to  something  worse  ?  It  is  nothing  of  the  kind ;  it  is  but 
laying  before  them  those  just  principles  of  law  and  practice 
which  are  admitted  to  be  just  in  every  other  country  in  the 
world  than  this,  and  which  we  admit  to  be  just  with  regard 
to  everything  else,  except  the  single  article  of  land. 

We  are  charged  with  all  sorts  of  dreadful  things  by  that 
o-entleman  in  the  Mask.  On  the  27th  of  November  he 

O 

wrote  this  of  Mr.  Cobden.  He  said  : 
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‘He  [Mr.  Cobrlen]  stoops  clown  nnd  picks  up  a  weapon  which  has  never  yet 
been  used  but  for  anarchy  and  revolution.  Is  it  not  in  fact  to  tell  the 
labourer  and  the  workman  to  look  over  the  fence  of  the  neighbouring  pro¬ 
prietor,  and  learn  to  think  that  they  have  a  natural  right  to  a  slice  of  the 
soil  V 

Surely,  if  they  are  industrious  and  frugal,  and  can  save  the 
means  to  purchase,  and  there  be  anybody  who  would  wish  to 
sell,  and  the  law  steps  in  and  makes  it  difficult  to  sell  and  to 
buy,  then,  I  say,  that  labourer  has  a  right  to  look  over  the 
hedge,  and  to  feel  that  the  law  deals  a  grievous  injustice  to 
him. 

And  it  is  this  gentleman  in  the  Mask  that  frightens  the 
landed  proprietors.  I  met  the  other  day  with  a  gentleman  con¬ 
nected  with  one  of  the  largest  properties  in  the  kingdom.  He 
said  to  me, — and  he  is  a  very  liberal  and  thoughtful  man, — he 
said  to  me,  ‘  You  have  no  idea  of  the  terror  which  your  speeches 
create  amongst  landed  gentlemen.’  Now,  I  never  frighten 
any  of  my  neighbours.  I  do  not  know  why  I  should  be 
so  alarming  to  those  gentlemen  who  live  in  their  great  houses 
and  castles.  But  the  fact  is  the  landed  gentlemen  are  not 
a  wise  class.  There  are  brilliant  exceptions.  There  are 
men  amongst  them,  many  of  whom  cannot  be  surpassed  by  any 
of  their  own  class,  or  of  any  other  class  in  the  world.  But  as 

a  class,  and,  perhaps,  one  might  say  it  of  nearly  every  class _ I 

believe  it  is  true  ot  that  to  which  I  belong  in  Lancashire _ - 

they  are  not  a  wise  class.  They  know  something  of  agri¬ 
culture-county  Members  have  to  get  it  up  for  agricultural 
dinners— and  they  know  something  of  horses— and  they  know 
all  that  can  be  known  on  the  subject  of  game.  But  on 
the  principles  of  law  and  of  government,  speaking  of  them 
as  a  whole,  and  judging  of  them  by  their  past  course,  they  are 
dark  as  night  itself.  Would  you  believe  it— young  men  here 
do  not  recollect  it — that  the  landed  proprietors  could  never 
find  out,  till  Mr.  Cobden  and  a  few  others  told  them,  that  the 
Corn-law  was  a  great  injury  to  them  ?  They  did  not  know  that 
it  actually  lowered  the  value  of  their  land,  and  diminished 
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the  security  of  their  rents,  and  that  it  loaded  them  with  an 
inconceivable  amount  of  public  odium  ;  whilst,  at  the  same 
time,  it  beggared  hundreds  and  thousands  of  the  people,  and 
it  menaced  this  nation  with  rebellion. 

Mr.  Cohden  and  I,  and  others  who  acted  with  us,  but 
we  chiefly,  because  perhaps  we  were  the  most  prominent, 
were  slandered  then  by  the  gentleman  in  the  Mask,  just  as 
we  have  been  now.  The  Times  was  as  foul-mouthed  upon  us 
twenty  years  ago  as  it  is  at  this  moment.  It  said  that  we 
went  about  the  country  setting  class  against  class.  It  said 
that  our  views  led  to  the  confiscation  of  landed  property. 
It  said  everything  that  was  spiteful  and  untrue,  as  it  says 
now.  And  yet,  is  there  any  man  in  this  country  who  will  not 
admit  that  property  is  more  secure  in  consequence  of  the  abo¬ 
lition  of  that  law,  which  landowners  believed  to  be  the  anchor 
of  their  safety,  and  that  animosities  between  class  and  class 
have  been  allayed  ?  And  who  shall  tell  bow  much  it  is  owing 
to  this  reform  that  our  Queen  at  this  moment  wields  an  unchal¬ 
lenged  sceptre  over  a  tranquil  realm?  A  landowner  in  the 
House  of  Commons,  an  old  Member  of  the  House,  a  represen¬ 
tative  of  a  south-western  county,  a  man  of  excellent  character, 
for  whom  I  have  always  had  the  greatest  respect,  even  when 
he  was  most  in  the  wrong,— he  told  me  not  long  ago,  speak¬ 
ing  about  the  Corn-law,  that  they  did  not  then  know  the 
(rood  we  were  doing  to  his  class.  I  smiled  and  said  to  him, 

<■  Jf  you  would  only  have  faith  I  could  tell  you  one  or 
two  other  things  that  would  do  you  just  as  much  good  if  you 
would  let  us  try  them/  But  he  had  no  faith. 

Now,  I  will  just  say  to  the  landowners  that  I  was  never  more 
their  friend  than  when  discussing  this  question  which  I  am 
occupied  with  to-night,  without  the  least  animosity  to  them, 
and  with  a  belief  as  firm  as  I  ever  had  on  the  question  of  the 
Corn-law,  that  their  interests  are  bound  up  with  the  interests 
of  the  people  in  the  right  solution  of  this  question.  I  would 
ask,  then,  to  what  are  they  tending  under  the  operation  of 
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these  laws  ?  They  are  becoming-  every  year  smaller  and 
smaller  in  number.  The  larg-e  owners  are  rapidly  eating  up 
the  smaller  ones.  The  census  returns  show  that  the  number 
of  landed  proprietors  is  but  a  handful  in  the  nation,  and 
every  day  becoming  fewer  and  fewer.  Their  labourers  remain 
at  the  9 s.  or  ios.  a-week.  Somebody  will  write  to  the  paper 
to-morrow  and  say  they  get  12s. ;  but  bear  in  mind  that  they 
do  not  always  receive  wages  on  wet  days,  and  I  believe  the 
average  money-income  of  the  agricultural  labourer  throughout 
the  United  Kingdom  will  not  exceed— and  many  persons  will 
say  it  will  not  reach — ios.  a-week.  Now  the  smaller  in 
number  these  landed  proprietors  become,  the  more,  it  may 
be,  these  labourers  will  become  discontented.  There  may  arise 
some  political  accident,  and  political  accidents  are  almost  as 
unlooked-for  as  other  accidents.  You  do  not  hear  the  tread 
of  the  earthquake  which  topples  down  your  firmest  architecture, 
and  you  do  not  see — the  country  gentlemen  do  not  see — the 
tread  of  that  danger,  it  may  be  that  catastrophe,  which 
inevitably  follows  upon  prolonged  unjust  legislation.  There 
may  come  a  time,  and  I  dare  prophesy  that  it  will  come 
if  theie  be  an  obstinate  retention  of  our  present  system, 
when  there  will  be  a  movement  in  this  country  to  establish 
here,  not  what  I  believe  to  be  the  just  and  moderate  and 
sufficient  plan  which  I  recommend,  but  a  plan  which  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  that  which  is  established  by  the  Code 
Napoleon  m  France,  and  which  is  spreading  rapidly  over  the 
whole  of  the  Continent  of  Europe.  And  I  would  ask  them 
again  how  do  they  purpose  to  keep  their  population  if  this 
system  is  to  be  maintained  ? 

And  now,  addressing  you  working-men  who  are  here,  I  beg 
your  attention  to  two  or  three  observations  on  this  point. 
America,  though  three  thousand  miles  off,  is  not  so  far  off  but 
that  people  may  go  there  in  about  twelve  days,  and  may  go 
there  for  a  sum  varying  from  2 1.  to  $1.  You  know  that  in  this 
very  year  I  mean  the  year  which  is  just  passed — 150,000  or 
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160,000  persons  have  sailed  from  this  country  to  New  York. 
Every  man  who  settles  there  is  not  blinded  by  the  mystifica¬ 
tions  and  the  falsities  uttered  by  the  New  York  correspondent 
of  the  Times.  He  is  there  and  can  see  what  the  working-man 
earns,  and  how  he  is  treated,  and  what  he  is,  and  he  writes 
over  to  his  friends  in  this  country — as  has  been  the  case  for 
years  in  Ireland — and  the  result  is  that  Ireland  is  being 
drained,  not  of  its  surplus  population,  but  of  the  population 
absolutely  necessary  to  the  proper  cultivation  of  the  soil. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  fact,  and  if  you  do  not  treasure  it 
up  in  your  minds,  I  hope  some  of  those  gentlemen,  the 
landowners,  who  think  I  am  very  hostile  to  them,  will  just 
consider  it,  if  they  have  time,  as  they  eat  their  breakfast  and 
read  the  paper  to-morrow,  or  the  next  day.  In  America  there 
are  140,000,000  of  acres  of  land,  surveyed,  mapped  out,  set 
apart  for  those  who  are  ready  to  settle  upon  them.  In  the 
year  1861  (that  was  the  first  year  before  the  war  attained 
its  present  proportions),  there  were  not  less  than  40,000  new 
farms,  averaging  eighty  acres  each,  occupied  in  the  Western 
States.  But  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  not 
content  with  that  measure  of  progress,  framed  an  Act  which 
came  into  operation  on  the  1st  of  January,  1863,  called  the 
Homestead  Act.  I  have  a  copy  of  the  Act  here,  and  the 
circular  which  was  issued  from  the  Department  of  State, 
giving  directions  as  to  how  this  Act  should  be  worked 
throughout  the  Union.  What  is  the  Homestead  Act?  It 
is  this.  It  says  that  any  man  of  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
or  younger,  if  he  has  been  for  a  fortnight  or  a  little  more 
in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  whether  in  the  army 
or  naVy — any  man  of  twenty-one  years  of  age  may  come 
into  these  territories,  may  choose  what  is  called  a  section, 
which  is  160  acres  of  land,  being  one-fourth  of  a  square 
mile,  and  on  payment  of  a  fee  of  ten  dollars,  which  is 
equal  to  two  pounds  English,  may  apply  to  have  this 
land  conveyed  to  him  for  no  other  payment  for  a  term 
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of  five  years.  It  cannot  be  alienated,  he  is  not  allowed  to  sell 
it,  it  remains  in  his  possession.  At  the  end  of  five  years,  he 
having-  done  to  it  what  the  Government  requires,  that  is,  settled 
upon  it  and  begun  cultivation  and  so  forth,  the  law  gives  him 
what  is  called  a  patent,  but  what  we  should  call  a  Parliamen- 
taiy  title,  and  the  land  is  his  own  absolute  freehold  for  ever. 
Now  it  would  not  take  more  than  for  a  man  to  go  from 
Birmingham  to  the  territory  where  this  land  is  to  be  disposed 
of.  If  he  had  not  got  any  money  by  which  he  could  take 
up  160  acres,  he  might  engage  himself  to  a  neighbouring 
farmer,  and  would  get,  I  believe,  now,  about  twenty  shillings 
a-week  wages,  besides  his  board  and  lodgings,  and  if  he 
worked  as  a  labourer  for  two  or  three  years  he  would  be 
able  to  save  a  sum  sufficient  for  him  to  commence  the  culti¬ 
vation  of  a  portion  of  his  farm,  and  would  be  settled  down 
•there  as  a  farmer  and  freeholder  on  his  own  estate. 

Do  not  let  me  leave  you  with  the  idea  that  there  is  no 
rough  and  rugged  career  in  this.  There  is  much  that  is 
rough  and  much  that  is  rugged,  but  there  is  a  good  deal  of 
that  sort  in  this  country  now.  And  when  a  man  looks  upon 
those  children  that  create  even  in  the  poorest  house,  some¬ 
times,  a  gleam  of  joy,— when  he  thinks  what  those  boys  and 
girls  must  be  in  this  country, — that  they  can  never  rise  one 
step  higher  than  that  which  he  occupies  now  as  an  agricul¬ 
tural  labourer,  and  when  he  looks  abroad  and  he  sees  them, 
not  labourers  in  the  sense  in  which  we  speak  here,  not  tenants 
even,  but  freeholders,  and  landowners,  and  farmers  of  their 
own  property— then,  I  say,  that  the  temptation  held  out  to 
men  here  to  emigrate,  if  men  knew  all  the  facts,  would  be 
irresistible  to  hundreds  of  thousands  who  have  now  no 
thought  of  moving  to  another  country.  But  the  agricultural 
labourer  is  not  as  he  once  was,  in  one  respect.  There  are 
some  feeble  efforts  made  to  give  him  some  little  instruction. 
There  are  newspapers  published  at  a  price  which  at  one 
time  was  deemed  impossible,  and  these  find  their  way  into 
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agricultural  villages.  And  the  labourers  will  gradually  begin 
to  open  their  eyes,  and  to  see  that  a  change  ol  their  position 
is  not  so  impossible  as  once  they  thought  it  was.  What  is 
it  the  United  States  offer  more?  They  offer  social  equality 
they  offer  political  equality — they  offer  to  every  child  of  every 
man  in  whose  face  I  am  now  looking,  education — from  the 
learning  of  his  alphabet  to,  if  he  has  the  capacity  to  travel 
so  far,  the  highest  knowledge  of  classics  and  mathematics 
which  are  offered  to  the  best  students  in  the  colleges  of 
this  country.  And  all  this  without  the  payment  of  one 
single  farthing,  except  that  general  payment  in  which  all 
the  people  participate  in  the  school-rate  of  the  various  States 
of  the  Union. 

I  ask  you  if  I  am  wrong  in  saying  to  the  rich  and  the 
great,  that  I  believe,  if  they  knew  their  own  interests, 
that  it  would  be  worth  their  while  to  try  to  make  this 
country  a  more  desirable  country  for  the  labourer  to  live  in. 
If  they  disregard  this  great  question,  we,  who  are  of  the 
middle,  and  not  absolutely  powerless  class,  shall  have  to 
decide  between  the  claims  of  territorial  magnates  and  the 
just  rights  of  millions  of  our  countrymen.  Some  men  I 
meet  with— and  now  and  then  I  wonder  where  they  were 
born,  and  why  they  came  into  the  world— regard  these 
territorial  magnates  as  idols  before  whom  we  are  all  to  bow 
down  in  humble  submission.  Travellers  tell  us  there  is  a 
tribe  in  Africa  so  entirely  given  up  to  superstition  that 
they  till  their  huts  and  hovels  with  so  many  idols  that  they 
do  not  even  leave  room  for  their  families.  It  may  be  so  in 
this  country.  We  build  up  a  system  which  is  injurious  to 
our  political  freedom,  and  is  destructive  of  the  intelligence, 
and  the  comfort,  and  the  morality,  and  the  best  interests  of 
our  producing  and  working  classes.  Now,  am  I  the  enemy 
of  any  class,  when  I  come  forward  to  state  facts  like 
these,  and  to  explain  principles  such  as  these?  Shall  we 
go  on  groping  continually  in  the  dark,  and  make  no  effort 
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to  strengthen  our  position  ?  Do  not  suppose  because  I 
stand  here  oftener  to  find  fault  with  the  laws  of  my  country 
than  to  praise  them,  that  I  am  less  English  or  less  patriotic, 
or  that  I  have  less  sympathy  for  my  country  or  my  country¬ 
men  than  other  men  have.  I  want  our  country  to  be  populous, 
to  be  powerful,  and  to  be  happy.  But  this  can  only  be  done 
-  it  never  has  been  done  in  any  country — but  by  just  laws 
justly  administered.  I  plead  only  for  what  I  believe  to  be 
just.  I  wish  to  do  wrong  to  no  man.  For  twenty-five  years 
I  have  stood  before  audiences — great  meetings  of  my  country¬ 
men  pleading  only  for  justice.  During  that  time,  as  you 
know,  I  have  endured  measureless  insult,  and  have  passed 
through  hurricanes  of  abuse.  I  need  not  tell  you  that  my 
clients  have  not  been  generally  the  rich  and  the  great,  but 
lather  the  poor  and  the  lowly.  They  cannot  give  me  place 
and  dignities  and  wealth;  but  honourable  service  in  their  cause 
yields  me  that  which  is  of  far  higher  and  more  lasting  value 
the  consciousness  that  I  have  laboured  to  expound  and 
uphold  laws,  which,  though  they  were  not  given  amid  the 
thunders  of  Sinai,  are  not  less  the  commandments  of  God, 

and  not  less  intended  to  promote  and  secure  the  happiness 
of  men. 
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Russian  war,  the 
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m  the  autumn  oi  -  ° 

ir,  then  impending,  made  the  gathering  more  than  ordinarily 


i  spoken  at  the  Conference  of  the  Peace  Society,  held  at 
the  autumn  of  185 3-  The  relation  of  this  meeting  to  the 


It  is  a  great  advantage  in  this  country,  I  think,  that  we 
have  no  want  of  ample  criticism.  Whatever  we  may  have 
said  yesterday  and  to-day  will  form  the  subject  of  cntrcsm, 
not  of  the  most  friendly  character,  in  very  many  news- 
papers  throughout  the  United  Kingdom.  I  recollect  when 
we  met  in  Manchester,  that  papers  disposed  to  he  friendly, 
warned  us  as  to  the  course  we  were  taking,  and  that  the 
time  was  ill-chosen  for  a  peace  meeting.  It  was  said  that 
the  people  were  excited  against  France,  and  were  alarmed  at 
their  almost  total  defencelessness,  and  that  there  was  no  use 
in  endeavouring  to  place  before  them  the  facts  which  the  peace 
_ flWod  to  their  audience.  The  result  showed  that  they 
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the  alarm  and  apprehension  rapidly  diminished,  and  that  by 
the  time  the  House  of  Commons  met  in  February  we  were 
willing'  to  receive  from  Lord  John  Russell  and  other  states¬ 
men  the  most  positive  assurances  that  France  was  not  in¬ 
creasing-  her  force,  and  that  there  was  not  the  slightest  reason 
to  believe  that  the  Government  of  France  entertained  any¬ 
thing  but  the  most  friendly  feeling  towards  the  Government 
of  this  country. 

The  right  time  to  oppose  the  errors  and  prejudices  of  the 
people  never  comes  to  the  eyes  of  those  writers  in  the 
public  press  who  pander  to  these  prejudices.  They  say,  We 
must  not  do  so  and  so,  we  shall  embarrass  the  Government. 
But  rumour  says  the  Government  has  been  pretty  well 
embarrassed  already.  They  say  that  we  shall  complicate  the 
question  if  we  interfere;  but  it  cannot  well  be  more  com¬ 
plicated  than  it  is ;  for  hardly  anybody  but  the  peace  men 
can  tell  how  to  unravel  it.  Next,  they  tell  us  that  we  shall 
impair  the  harmony  of  opinion  which  there  appears  to  be 
in  the  country,  from  the  fact  of  there  having  been  three  or 
four  insignificant  meetings,  by  which  the  Government  is  to 
be  impelled  to  more  active  and  energetic  measures.  Now, 
what  is  it  that  we  really  want  here?  We  wish  to  protest 
against  the  maintenance  of  great  armaments  in  time  of 
peace ;  we  wish  to  protest  against  the  spirit  which  is 
not  only  willing  for  war,  but  eager  for  war;  and  we  wish 
to  protest,  with  all  the  emphasis  of  which  we  are  capable, 
against  the  mischievous  policy  pursued  so  long  by  this 
country,  of  interfering  with  the  internal  affairs  of  other 
countries,  and  thereby  leading  to  disputes,  and  often  to 
disastrous  wars. 

I  mentioned  last  night  what  it  was  we  were  annually 
spending  on  our  armaments.  Admiral  Napier  says  that  the 
lion.  Member  for  the  West  Riding,  who  can  do  everything, 
had  persuaded  a  feeble  Government  to  reduce  the  armaments 
of  this  country  to  f  nothing/  What  is  f  nothing"  in  the 
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Admiral’s  estimation?  Fifteen  millions  a-year !  Was  all 
that  money  thrown  away  ?  We  have  it  in  the  estimates, 
we  pay  it  out  of  the  taxes — it  is  appropriated  by  Parliament, 
it  sustains  your  dockyards,  pays  the  wages  of  your  men, 
and  maintains  your  ships.  Fifteen  millions  sterling  paid  in 
the  very  year  when  the  Admiral  says  that  my  hon.  Fiiend 
reduced  the  armaments  of  the  country  to  nothing  !  But  take 
the  sums  which  we  spent  tor  the  past  year  in  wailike 
preparation — seventeen  millions,  and  the  mteiest  on  debt 
caused  by  war — twenty-eigbt  millions  sterling ;  and  it 
amounts  to  .45,000,000?.  What  are  our  whole  expoits?  Fven 
this  year,  far  the  largest  year  of  exports  we  have  ever  known, 
they  may  amount  to  80,000,000?.  Well,  then,  plant  some 
one  at  the  mouth  of  every  port  and  harbour  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  let  him  take  every  alternate  ship  that  leaves 
your  rivers  and  your  harbours  with  all  its  valuable  cargo 
on  board,  and  let  him  carry  it  off  as  tribute,  and  it  will 
not  amount  to  the  cost  that  you  pay  every  year  foi  a 
war,  that  fifty  years  ago  was  justified  as  much  as  it  is 
attempted  to  justify  this  impending  war,  and  for  the  pre¬ 
parations  which  you  now  make  after  a  peace  which  has 
lasted  for  thirty-eight  years. 

Every  twenty  years — in  a  nation’s  life  nothing,  in  a  per¬ 
son’s  life  something— every  twenty  years  a  thousand  millions 
sterling  out  of  the  industry  of  the  hard-working  people  of  this 
United  Kingdom,  are  extorted,  appropriated,  and  expended  to 
pay  for  that  unnecessary  and  unjust  war,  and  for  the  absurd 
and  ruinous  expenditure  which  you  now  incur.  A  thousand 
millions  every  twenty  years!  Apply  a  thousand  millions, 
not  every  twenty  years,  but  for  one  period  of  twenty  years,  to 
objects  of  good  in  this  country,  and  it  would  be  rendered  more 
like  a  paradise  than  anything  that  history  records  of  man’s 
condition,  and  would  make  so  great  a  change  in  these  islands, 
that  a  man  having  seen  them  as  they  are  now,^  and  seeing 
them  as  they  might  then  be,  would  not  recognise  them  as 
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the  same  country,  nor  our  population  as  the  same  people. 
But  what  do  we  expend  all  this  for?  Bear  in  mind  that 
admirals,  and  generals,  and  statesmen  defended  that  great 
war,  and  that  your  newspapers,  with  scarcely  an  exception, 
were  in  favour  of  it,  and  denounced  and  ostracised  hundreds 
of  good  men  who  dared,  as  we  dare  now,  to  denounce  the 
spirit  which  would  again  lead  this  country  into  war.  We 
went  to  war  that  France  should  not  choose  its  own  Govern¬ 
ment  ;  the  grand  conclusion  was  that  no  Bonaparte  should 
sit  on  the  throne  of  France ;  yet  France  has  all  along  been 
changing  its  Government  from  that  time  to  this,  and  now 
we  find  ourselves  with  a  Bonaparte  on  the  throne  of  France, 
and,  for  anything  I  know  to  the  contrary,  likely  to  remain 
there  a  good  while.  So  far,  therefore,  for  the  calculations 
of  our  forefathers,  and  for  the  results  of  that  enormous  ex¬ 
penditure  which  they  have  saddled  upon  us. 

We  object  to  these  great  armaments  as  provoking  a  war 
spirit.  I  should  like  to  ask,  what  was  the  object  of  the 
Chobham  exhibition  ?  There  were  special  trains  at  the 
disposal  of  Members  of  Parliament,  to  go  down  to  Chobham 
the  one  day,  and  to  Spithead  the  other.  What  was  the 
use  of  our  pointing  to  the  President  of  the  French  Re¬ 
public  two  years  ago,  who  is  the  Emperor  now,  and  saying 
that  he  was  spending  his  time  at  playing  at  soldiers  in 
his  great  camp  at  Satory,  and  in  making  great  circuses 
for  the  amusement  of  his  soldiers?  We,  too,  are  getting  into 
the  way  of  playing  at  soldiers,  and  camps,  and  fleets,  and 
the  object  of  this  is  to  raise  up  in  the  spirit  of  the  people 
a  feeling  antagonistic  to  peace,  and  to  render  the  people — ■ 
the  deluded,  hard-working,  toiling  people — satisfied  with 
the  extortion  of  17,000,0001?.  annually,  when,  upon  the  very 
principles  of  the  men  who  take  it,  it  might  be  demonstrated 
that  one-half  of  the  money  would  be  amply  sufficient  for 
the  purpose  to  which  it  is  devoted.  What  observation  has 
been  more  common  during  the  discussion  upon  Turkey 
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than  this — ‘  Why  are  we  to  keep  up  these  great  fleets  if 
we  are  not  to  use  them  ?  Why  have  we  our  Mediterranean 
fleet  lying  at  Besika  Bay,  when  it  might  be  earning  glory, 
and  adding  to  the  warlike  renown  of  the  country  ?’  This 
is  just  what  comes  from  the  maintenance  of  great  fleets  and 
armies.  There  grows  up  an  esprit  cle  corps — there  grows  a 
passion  for  these  things,  a  powerful  opinion  in  their  favour, 
that  smothers  the  immorality  of  the  whole  thing,  and  leads 
the  people  to  tolerate,  under  those  excited  feelings,  that 
which,  under  feelings  of  greater  temperance  and  moderation, 
they  would  know  was  hostile  to  their  countiy,  as  it  is 
opposed  to  everything  which  we  recognise  as  the  spirit  of 
the  Christian  religion. 

Then,  we  are  against  intervention.  Now,  this  question 
of  intervention  is  a  most  important  one,  for  this  reason, 
that  it  comes  before  us  sometimes  in  a  form  so  atti  active 
that  it  invites  us  to  embrace  it,  and  asks  us  by  all  our  love 
of  freedom,  by  all  our  respect  for  men  struggling  for  their 
rights,  to  interfere  in  the  affairs  of  some  other  country.  And 
we  find  now  in  this  country  that  a  great  number  of  those 
who  are  calling  out  loudest  for  interference  are  those  who, 
being  very  liberal  in  their  politics,  are  bitterly  hostile  to  the 
despotism  and  exclusiveness  of  the  Russian  Government.  But 
I  should  like  to  ask  this  meeting  what  sort  of  intervention 
we  are  to  have?  There  are  three  kinds— one  for  despotism, 
one  for  liberty ;  and  you  may  have  an  intervention  like  that 
now  proposed,  from  a  vague  sense  of  danger  which  cannot 
be  accurately  described.  What  have  our  interventions  been 
up  to  this  time?  I  will  come  to  that  of  which  Admiral 
Napier  spoke  by-and-by.  It  is  not  long  since  we  inter¬ 
vened  in  the  case  of  Spain.  The  foreign  enlistment  laws 
were  suspended;  and  English  soldiers  went  to  join  the  Spanish 
legion,  and  the  Government  of  Spain  was  fixed  in  the  present 
Queen  of  that  country ;  and  yet  Spain  has  the  most  exclu¬ 
sive  tariff  against  this  country  in  the  world,  and  a  dead 
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Englishman  is  there  reckoned  little  better  than  a  dead  dog. 
Then  take  the  case  of  Portugal.  We  interfered,  and  Admiral 
Napier  was  one  of  those  employed  in  that  interference,  to 
place  the  Queen  of  Portugal  on  the  throne,  and  yet  she  has 
violated  every  clause  of  the  charter  which  she  had  sworn 
to  the  people;  and  in  1849,  under  the  Government  of  Lord 
John  Russell,  and  with  Lord  Palmerston  in  the  Foreign 
Office,  our  fleet  entered  the  Tagus  and  destroyed  the  Liberal 
party,  by  allowing  the  Queen  to  escape  from  their  hands, 
when  they  would  have  driven  her  to  give  additional  guarantees 
for  liberty;  and  from  that  time  to  this  she  has  still  continued 
to  violate  every  clause  of  the  charter  of  the  country.  Now, 
let  us  come  to  Syria;  what  has  Admiral  Napier  said  about 
the  Syrian  war?  He  told  us  that  the  English  fleet  was 
scattered  all  about  the  Mediterranean,  and  that  if  the  French 
fleet  had  come  to  Cherbourg,  and  had  taken  on  board  50,000 
men  and  landed  them  on  our  coasts,  all  sorts  of  things  would 
have  befallen  us.  But  how  happened  it  that  Admiral  Napier 
and  his  friends  got  up  the  quarrel  with  the  French  ?  Because 
we  interfered  in  the  Syrian  question  when  we  had  no  business 
to  interfere  whatever.  The  Egyptian  Pasha,  the  vassal  of 
the  Sultan,  became  more  powerful  than  the  Sultan,  and 
threatened  to  depose  him  and  place  himself  as  monarch 
upon  the  throne  of  Constantinople ;  and  but  for  England, 
he  would  assuredly  have  done  it.  Why  did  we  interfere  ? 
What  advantage  was  it  to  us  to  have  a  feeble  monarch  in 
Constantinople,  when  you  might  have  had  an  energetic  and 
powerful  one  in  Mehemet  Ali?  We  interfered,  however,  and 
quarrelled  with  France,  although  she  neither  declared  war 
nor  landed  men  upon  our  coast.  France  is  not  a  country 
of  savages  and  banditti.  The  AdmiraPs  whole  theory  goes 
upon  this,  that  there  is  a  total  want  of  public  morality 
in  France,  and  that  something  which  no  nation  in  Europe 
would  dare  to  do,  or  think  of  doing,  which  even  Russia 
would  scorn  to  do,  would  be  done  without  any  warning 
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by  the  polished,  civilised,  and  intelligent  nation  across  the 
Channel. 

But  if  they  are  the  friends  of  freedom  who  think  we 
ought  to  go  to  war  with  Russia  because  Russia  is  a  despotic 
country,  what  do  you  say  to  the  interference  with  the  Roman 
Republic  three  or  four  years  ago  ?  What  do  you  say  to 
Lord  John  Russell's  Government, — Lord  Palmerston  with 
his  own  hand  writing  the  despatch,  declaring  that  the  Go¬ 
vernment  of  her  Majesty,  the  Queen  of  England,  entirely 
concurred  with  the  Government  of  the  French  Republic  in 
believing  that  it  was  desirable  and  necessary  to  re-establish 
the  Pope  upon  his  throne?  The  French  army,  with  the  full 
concurrence  of  the  English  Government,  crossed  over  to 
Italy,  invaded  Rome,  destroyed  the  Republic,  banished  its 
leading  men,  and  restored  the  Pope ;  and  on  that  throne 
he  sits  still,  maintained  only  by  the  army  of  France. 

My  hon.  Friend  has  referred  to  the  time  when  Russia 
crossed  through  the  very  Principalities  we  hear  so  much 
about,  and  entered  Hungary.  I  myself  heard  Lord  Palmer¬ 
ston  in  the  House  of  Commons  go  out  of  his  way  needlessly, 
but  intentionally,  to  express  a  sort  of  approbation  of  the 
intervention  of  Russia  in  the  case  of  Hungary.  I  heard  him 
say,  in  a  most  unnecessary  parenthesis,  that  it  was  not 
contrary  to  international  law,  or  to  the  law  of  Europe,  for 
Russia  to  send  an  army  into  Hungary  to  assist  Austria  in 
putting  down  the  Hungarian  insurrection.  I  should  like 
to  know  whether  Hungary  had  not  constitutional  rights  as 
sacred  as  ever  any  country  had — as  sacred,  surely,  as  the 
Sovereign  of  Turkey  can  have  upon  his  throne.  If  it 
were  not  contrary  to  international  law  and  to  the  law  of 
Europe  for  a  Russian  army  to  invade  Hungary,  to  suppress 
there  a  struggle  which  called  for,  and  obtained  too,  the 
sympathy  of  every  man  in  favour  of  freedom  in  every  part 
of  the  world,  I  say,  how  can  it  be  contrary  to  international 
law  and  the  law  of  Europe  for  Russia  to  threaten  the  Sultan 
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of  Turkey,  and  to  endeavour  to  annex  Turkey  to  the  Russian 
Empire  ? 

I  want  our  policy  to  he  consistent.  Do  not  let  us  inter¬ 
fere  now,  or  concur  in  or  encourage  the  interference  of 
anybody  else,  and  then  get  up  a  hypocritical  pretence  on 
some  other  occasion  that  we  are  against  interference.  If 
you  -want  war,  let  it  be  for  something  that  has  at  least 
the  features  of  grandeur  and  of  nobility  about  it,  hut  not 
for  the  miserable,  decrepit,  moribund  Government  which  is 
now  enthroned,  but  which  cannot  long  last,  in  the  city  of 
Constantinople.  But  Admiral  Napier  is  alarmed  lest,  if 
Russia  was  possessed  of  Turkey,  she  would,  somehow  or 
other,  embrace  all  Europe  — that  we  all  should  be  in  the 
embrace  of  the  Bear — and  we  know  very  well  what  that  is. 
I  believe  that  is  all  a  vague  and  imaginary  danger;  and 
I  am  not  for  going  to  war  for  imaginary  dangers.  War  is 
much  too  serious  a  matter.  I  recollect  when  France  endea¬ 
voured  to  lay  hold  on  Algeria,  it  was  said  that  the  Medi¬ 
terranean  was  about  to  become  a  French  lake.  I  do  not 
believe  that  France  is  a  bit  more  powerful  in  possessing  it. 
It  requires  1 00,000  French  soldiers  to  maintain  Algeria ;  and 
if  a  balance-sheet  could  be  shown  of  what  Algeria  has  cost 
France,  and  what  France  has  gained  from  it,  I  believe  you 
would  have  no  difficulty  whatever  in  discovering  the  reason 
why  the  French  finances  show  a  deficit,  and  why  there  is 
a  rumour  that  another  French  loan  is  about  to  he  created. 

But  they  tell  us  that  if  Russia  gets  to  Constantinople, 
Englishmen  will  not  be  able  to  get  to  India  by  the  over¬ 
land  journey.  Mehemet  Ali,  even  when  Admiral  Napier 
was  battering  down  his  towns,  did  not  interfere  with  the 
carriage  of  our  mails  through  his  territory.  We  bring 
our  overland  mails  at  present  partly  through  Austria,  and 
partly  through  France,  and  the  mails  from  Canada  pass 
through  the  United  States ;  and  though  I  do  not  think  there 
is  the  remotest  possibility  or  probability  of  anything  of  the 
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kind  happening1,  yet  I  do  not  think  that,  in  the  event  of 
war  with  these  countries,  we  should  have  our  mails  stopped 
or  our  persons  arrested  in  passing  through  these  countries. 
At  any  rate  it  would  he  a  much  more  definite  danger  that 
would  drive  me  to  incur  the  ruin,  guilt,  and  suffering  of  war. 

But  they  tell  us,  further,  that  the  Emperor  of  Russia  would 
get  India.  That  is  a  still  more  remote  contingency.  If  I 
were  asked  as  to  the  probabilities  of  it,  I  should  say  that, 
judging  from  our  past  and  present  policy  in  Asia,  we  are  more 
likely  to  invade  Russia  from  India  than  Russia  is  to  invade 
us  in  India.  The  policy  we  pursue  in  Asia  is  much  more 
aggressive,  aggrandising,  and  warlike  than  any  that  Russia 
has  pursued  or  threatened  during  our  time.  But  it  is  just 
possible  that  Russia  may  he  more  powerful  by  acquiring 
Turkey.  I  give  the  Admiral  the  benefit  of  that  admission. 
But  I  should  like  to  ask  whether,  even  if  that  he  true,  it  is 
a  sufficient  reason  for  our  going  to  war,  and  entering  on  what 
perhaps  may  be  a  long,  ruinous,  and  sanguinary  struggle, 
with  a  powerful  empire  like  Russia  ? 

What  is  war  ?  I  believe  that  half  the  people  that  talk  about 
war  have  not  the  slightest  idea  of  what  it  is.  In  a  short 
sentence  it  may  he  summed  up  to  he  the  combination  and 
concentration  of  all  the  horrors,  atrocities,  crimes,  and  suffei- 
ino>s  of  which  human  nature  on  this  globe  is  capable.  But 
what  is  even  a  rumour  of  war  ?  Is  there  anybody  here  who 
has  anything  in  the  funds,  or  who  is  the  owner  of  any  railway 
stock,  or  anybody  who  has  a  large  stock  of  raw  material  or 
manufactured  goods?  The  funds  have  recently  gone  down 
io  per  cent.  I  do  not  say  that  the  fall  is  all  on  account  of 
this  danger  of  war,  but  a  great  proportion  of  it  undoubtedly 
is.  A  fall  of  io  per  cent,  in  the  funds  is  nearly  80,000, oool. 
sterling  of  value,  and  railway  stock  having  gone  down  20  per 
cent,  makes  a  difference  of  60,000,000/.  in  the  value  of  the 
railway  property  of  this  country.  Add  the  two  —  1 40,000,000/. 
_ and  take  the  diminished  prosperity  and  value  of  manufac- 
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tures  of  all  kinds  during-  the  last  few  months,  and  you  will 
understate  the  actual  loss  to  the  country  now  if  you  put  it 
down  at  200,000,000 /.  sterling.  But  that  is  merely  a  rumour 
of  war.  That  is  war  a  long  way  off — the  small  cloud,  no 
bigger  than  a  man’s  hand — what  will  it  be  if  it  comes  nearer 
and  becomes  a  fact  ?  And  surely  sane  men  ought  to  consider 
whether  the  case  is  a  good  one,  the  ground  fair,  the  necessity 
clear,  before  they  drag  a  nation  of  nearly  30,000,000  of  people 
into  a  long  and  bloody  struggle,  for  a  decrepit  and  tottering 
empire,  which  all  the  nations  in  Europe  cannot  long  sustain. 
And,  mind,  war  now  would  take  a  different  aspect  from  what 
it  did  formerly.  It  is  not  only  that  you  send  out  men  who 
submit  to  be  slaughtered,  and  that  you  pay  a  large  amount  of 
taxes — the  amount  of  taxes  would  be  but  a  feeble  indication  of 
what  you  would  suffer.  Our  trade  is  now  much  more  exten¬ 
sive  than  it  was ;  our  commerce  is  more  expanded,  our  under¬ 
takings  are  more  vast,  and  war  will  find  you  all  out  at  home 
by  withering  up  the  resources  of  the  prosperity  enjoyed  by 
the  middle  and  working  classes  of  the  country.  You  would 
find  that  war  in  1853  would  be  infinitely  more  perilous  and 
destructive  to  our  country  than  it  has  ever  yet  been  at  any 
former  period  of  our  history.  There  is  another  question 
which  comes  home  to  my  mind  with  a  gravity  and  serious¬ 
ness  which  I  can  scarcely  hope  to  communicate  to  you.  You 
who  lived  during  the  period  from  1815  to  1822  may  remember 
that  this  country  was  probably  never  in  a  more  uneasy  posi¬ 
tion.  The  sufferings  of  the  working  classes  were  beyond 
description,  and  the  difficulties,  and  struggles,  and  bank¬ 
ruptcies  of  the  middle  classes  were  such  as  few  persons  have 
a  just  idea  of.  There  was  scarcely  a  year  in  which  there  was 
not  an  incipient  insurrection  in  some  parts  of  the  country, 
arising  from  the  sufferings  which  the  working  classes  endured. 
You  know  very  well  that  the  Government  of  the  day  em¬ 
ployed  spies  to  create  plots,  and  to  get  ignorant  men  to  com¬ 
bine  to  take  unlawful  oaths ;  and  you  know  that  in  the  town 
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of  Stirling‘s  two  men  who,  but  for  this  diabolical  agency, 
might  have  lived  good  and  honest  citizens,  paid  the  penalty 
of  their  lives  for  their  connection  with  unlawful  combinations 
of  this  kind. 

Well,  if  you  go  into  war  now  you  will  have  more  banners 
to  decorate  your  cathedrals  and  churches.  Englishmen  will 
fight  now  as  well  as  they  ever  did,  and  there  is  ample  power 
to  hack  them  if  the  country  can  he  hut  sufficiently  excited 
and  deluded.  You  may  raise  up  great  generals.  You  may 
have  another  Wellington,  and  another  Nelson  too  ;  for  this 
country  can  grow  men  capable  for  every  enterprise.  Then 
there  may  he  titles,  and  pensions,  and  marble  monuments 
to  eternise  the  men  who  have  thus  become  great;  hut 
what  becomes  of  you  and  your  country,  and  your  children  ? 
For  there  is  more  than  this  in  store.  That  seven  years  to 
which  I  have  referred  was  a  period  dangerous  to  the  existence 
of  Government  in  this  country,  for  the  whole  substratum,  the 
whole  foundations  of  society  were  discontented,  suffering  in¬ 
tolerable  evils,  and  hostile  in  the  bitterest  degree  to  the  insti¬ 
tutions  and  the  Government  of  the  country. 

Precisely  the  same  things  will  come  again.  Rely  on  it, 
that  injustice  of  any  kind,  be  it  bad  laws,  or  be  it  a  bloody, 
unjust,  and  unnecessary  war,  of  necessity  creates  perils  to 
every  institution  in  the  CQuntry.  If  the  Corn-law  had  con¬ 
tinued,  if  it  had  been  impossible,  by  peaceful  agitation,  to 
abolish  it,  the  monarchy  itself  would  not  have  survived  the 
ruin  and  disaster  that  it  must  have  wrought.  And  if  you  go 
into  a  war  now,  with  a  doubled  population,  with  a  vast  com¬ 
merce,  with  extended  credit,  and  a  wider  diffusion  of  paitial 
education  among  the  people,  let  there  ever  come  a  time  like 
the  period  between  18x5  and  1823,  when  the  whole  basis  of 
society  is  upheaving  with  a  sense  of  intolerable  suffering, 
I  ask  you,  how  many  years'*  purchase  would  you  give  even  for 
the  venerable  and  mild  monarchy  under  which  you  have  the 
happiness  to  live  ?  I  confess  when  I  think  of  the  tremendous 
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perils  into  which  unthinking-  men — men  who  do  not  intend 
to  fight  themselves — are  willing  to  drag  or  to  hurry  this 
country,  I  am  amazed  how  they  can  trifle  with  interests  so 
vast,  and  consecpiences  so  much  beyond  their  calculation. 

But,  speaking  here  in  Edinburgh  to  such  an  audience  an 
audience  probably  for  its  numbers  as  intelligent  and  as 
influential  as  ever  was  assembled  within  the  walls  of  any 
hall  in  this  kingdom— I  think  I  may  put  before  you  higher 
considerations  even  than  those  of  property  and  the  institu¬ 
tions  of  your  country.  I  may  remind  you  of  duties  more 
solemn,  and  of  obligations  more  imperative.  You  profess  to 
be  a  Christian  nation.  You  make  it  your  boast  even — though 
boasting  is  somewhat  out  of  place  in  such  questions — you 
make  it  your  boast  that  you  are  a  Protestant  people,  and  that 
you  draw  your  rule  of  doctrine  and  practice,  as  from  a  well 
pure  and  undefiled,  from  the  living  oracles  of  God,  and  from 
the  direct  revelation  of  the  Omnipotent.  You  have  even  con¬ 
ceived  the  magnificent  project  of  illuminating  the  whole  earth, 
even  to  its  remotest  and  darkest  recesses,  by  the  dissemination 
of  the  volume  of  the  New  Testament,  in  whose  every  page  are 
written  for  ever  the  words  of  peace.  Within  the  limits  of 
this  island  alone,  on  every  Sabbath,  20,000,  yes,  far  more  than 
20,000  temples  are  thrown  open,  in  which  devout  men  and 
women  assemble  that  they  may  worship  Him  who  is  the 
‘  Prince  of  Peace/ 

Is  this  a  reality  ?  or  is  your  Christianity  a  romance  ?  is  your 
profession  a  dream?  No,  I  am  sure  that  your  Christianity 
is  not  a  romance,  and  I  am  equally  sure  that  your  profession 
is  not  a  dream.  It  is  because  I  believe  this  that  I  appeal 
to  you  with  confidence,  and  that  I  have  hope  and  faith  in 
the  future.  I  believe  that  we  shall  see,  and  at  no  very  distant 
time,  sound  economic  principles  spreading  much  more  widely 
amongst  the  people ;  a  sense  of  justice  growing  up  in  a  soil 
which  hitherto  has  been  deemed  unfruitful ;  and,  which  will 
be  better  than  all — the  churches  of  the  United  Kingdom — 
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the  churches  of  Britain  awaking,  as  it  were,  from  their  slum¬ 
bers,  and  girding  up  their  loins  to  more  glorious  work,  when 
they  shall  not  only  accept  and  believe  in  the  prophecy,  but 
labour  earnestly  for  its  fulfilment,  that  there  shall  come  a  time 
— a  blessed  time — a  time  which  shall  last  for  ever — when 
‘ nation  shall  not  lift  up  sword  against  nation,  neither  shall 
they  learn  war  any  more/ 
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[This  speech  was  spoken  at  a  banquet  given  to  Mr.  Bright  in  the  Town  Hall 
of  Birmingham,  on  the  occasion  of  his  first  visit  to  his  constituents  there. 
It  treats  of  the  Foreign  Policy  of  the  country  since  the  Revolution  of 
x68S,  and  defends  the  Foreign  Policy  advocated  by  Mr.  Cobden  and 
himself.] 

The  frequent  and  far  too  complimentary  manner  m  which 
my  name  has  been  mentioned  to-night,  and  the  most  kind 
way  in  which  you  have  received  me,  have  placed  me  in  a 
position  somewhat  humiliating,  and  really  painful ;  for  to 
receive  laudation  which  one  feels  one  cannot  possibly  have 
merited,  is  much  more  painful  than  to  he  passed  by  in  a  dis¬ 
tribution  of  commendation  to  which  possibly  one  might  lay 
some  claim.  If  one-twentieth  part  of  what  has  been  said  is 
true,  if  I  am  entitled  to  any  measure  of  your  approbation,  I 
may  begin  to  think  that  my  public  career  and  my  opinions 
are  not  so  un-English  and  so  anti-national  as  some  of  those 
who  profess  to  be  the  best  of  our  public  instructors  have  some¬ 
times  assumed.  How,  indeed,  can  I,  any  more  than  any  of 
you,  be  un-English  and  anti-national  ?  Was  I  not  born  upon 
the  same  soil?  Do  I  not  come  of  the  same  English  stock? 
Are  not  my  family  committed  irrevocably  to  the  fortunes  of  this 
country?  Is  not  whatever  property  I  may  have  depending 
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as  much  as  yours  is  depending'  upon  the  good  government 
of  our  common  fatherland  ?  Then  how  shall  any  man  dare  to 
say  to  any  one  of  his  countrymen,  because  he  happens  to  hold 
a  different  opinion  on  questions  of  great  public  policy,  that 
therefore  he  is  un-English,  and  is  to  be  condemned  as  anti¬ 
national  ?  There  are  those  who  would  assume  that  between 
my  countrymen  and  me,  and  between  my  constituents  and 
me,  there  has  been,  and  there  is  now,  a  great  gulf  fixed,  and 
that  if  I  cannot  pass  over  to  them  and  to  you,  they  and  you 
can  by  no  possibility  pass  over  to  me. 

Now,  I  take  the  liberty  here,  in  the  presence  of  an 
audience  as  intelligent  as  can  be  collected  within  the  limits 
of  this  island,  and  of  those  who  have  the  strongest  claims 
to  know  what  opinions  I  do  entertain  relative  to  certain 
great  questions  of  public  policy,  to  assert  that  I  hold  no 
views,  that  I  have  never  promulgated  any  views  on  those 
controverted  questions  with  respect  to  which  I  cannot  bring  as 
witnesses  in  my  favour,  and  as  fellow-believers  with  myself, 
some  of  the  best  and  most  revered  names  in  the  history  of 
English  statesmanship.  About  120  years  ago,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  this  country  was  directed  by  Sir  Robert  Walpole, 
a  great  Minister,  who  for  a  long  period  preserved  the  country 
in  peace,  and  whose  pride  it  was  that  during  those  years 
he  had  done  so.  Unfortunately,  towards  the  close  of  his 
career,  he  was  driven  by  faction  into  a  policy  which  was 
the  ruin  of  his  political  position.  Sir  Robert  Walpole 
declared,  when  speaking  of  the  question  of  war  as  affecting 
this  country,  that  nothing  could  be  so  foolish,  nothing  so 
mad  as  a  policy  of  war  for  a  trading  nation.  And  he  went 
so  far  as  to  say,  that  any  peace  was  better  than  the  most 
successful  war.  I  do  not  give  you  the  precise  language  made 
use  of  by  the  Minister,  for  I  speak  only  from  memory ;  but 
I  am  satisfied  I  am  not  misrepresenting  him  in  what  I 
have  now  stated. 

Come  down  fifty  years  nearer  to  our  own  time,  and  you 
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find  a  statesman,  not  long-  in  office,  fiut  still  strong  in  the 
affections  of  all  persons  of  Liberal  principles  in  this  country, 
and  in  his  time  representing  folly  the  sentiments  of  the 
Liberal  party— Charles  James  Fox.  Mr.  Fox,  referring  to 
the  policy  of  the  Government  of  his  time,  which  was  one  of 
constant  interference  in  the  affairs  of  Europe,  and  by  which 
the  country  was  continually  involved  in  the  calamities  of 
war,  said  that  although  he  would  not  assert  or  maintain  the 
principle,  that  under  no  circumstances  could  England  have 
any  cause  of  interference  with  the  affairs  of  the  continent  of 
Europe,  yet  he  would  prefer  the  policy  of  positive  non-inter¬ 
ference  and  of  perfect  isolation  rather  than  the  constant 
intermeddling  to  which  our  recent  policy  had  subjected  us, 
and  which  brought  so  much  trouble  and  suffering  upon  the 
country.  In  this  case  also  I  am  not  prepared  to  give  you 
his  exact  words,  hut  I  am  sure  that  I  fairly  describe  the 

sentiments  which  he  expressed. 

Come  down  fifty  years  later,  and  to  a  time  within  the 
recollection  of  most  of  us,  and  you  find  another  statesman, 
once  the  most  popular  man  in  England,  and  still  remembered 
in  this  town  and  elsewhere  with  respect  and  affection.  I 
allude  to  Earl  Grey.  When  Earl  Grey  came  into  office  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  the  question  of  Parliamentary  Reform,  he 
unfurled  the  banner  of  f  Peace,  retrenchment,  and  reform/  and 
that  sentiment  was  received  in  every  part  of  the  United  King¬ 
dom,  by  every  man  who  was  or  had  been  in  favour  of  Liberal 
principles,  as  predicting  the  advent  of  a  new  era  which  should 
save  his  country  from  many  of  the  calamities  of  the  past. 

Come  down  still  nearer,  and  to  a  time  that  seems  hut 
the  other  day,  and  you  find  another  Minister,  second  to 
none  of  those  whom  I  have  mentioned— the  late  Sir  Robert 
Peel.  I  had  the  opportunity  of  observing  the  conduct  of 
Sir  Robert  Peel,  from  the  time  when  he  took  office  m 
1841;  I  watched  his  proceedings  particularly  from  the  year 
1843,'  when  I  entered  Parliament,  up  to  the  time  of  his 
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lamented  death ;  and  during'  the  whole  of  that  period,  I 
venture  to  say,  his  principles,  if  they  were  to  be  discovered 
from  his  conduct  and  his  speeches,  were  precisely  those  which 
I  have  held,  and  which  I  have  always  endeavoured  to  press 
upon  the  attention  of  my  countrymen.  If  you  have  any 

doubt  upon  that  point  I  would  refer  you  to  that  last,  that 

beautiful,  that  most  solemn  speech,  which  he  delivered  with 
an  earnestness  and  a  sense  of  responsibility  as  if  he  had 
known  he  was  leaving  a  legacy  to  his  country.  If  you  refer 
to  that  speech,  delivered  on  the  morning  of  the  very  day 
on  which  occurred  the  accident  which  terminated  his  life,  you 
will  find  that  its  whole  tenor  is  in  conformity  with  all  the 
doctrines  that  I  have  urged  upon  my  countrymen  for  years 
past  with  respect  to  our  policy  in  foreign  affairs.  When 
Sir  Robert  Peel  went  home  just  before  the  dawn  of  day, 

upon  the  last  occasion  that  he  passed  from  the  House  of 

Commons,  the  scene  of  so  many  of  his  triumphs,  I  have 
heard,  from  what  I  think  a  good  authority,  that  after  he 
entered  his  own  house,  he  expressed  the  exceeding  relief 
which  he  experienced  at  having  delivered  himself  of  a  speech 
which  he  had  been  reluctantly  obliged  to  make  against  a 
Ministry  which  he  was  anxious  to  support,  and  he  added, 
if  I  am  not  mistaken,  ‘  I  have  made  a  speech  of  peace/ 

Well,  if  this  be  so,  if  I  can  give  you  four  names  like 
these, — if  there  were  time  I  could  make  a  longer  list  of  still 
eminent,  if  inferior  men,— I  should  like  to  know  why  I,  as 
one  of  a  small  party,  am  to  be  set  down  as  teaching  some 
new  doctrine  which  it  is  not  fit  for  my  countrymen  to  hear, 
and  why  I  am  to  be  assailed  in  every  form  of  language,  as 
if  there  was  one  great  department  of  governmental  affairs 
on  which  I  was  incompetent  to  offer  any  opinion  to  my 
countrymen.  But  leaving  the  opinions  of  individuals,  I 
appeal  to  this  audience,  to  every  man  who  knows  anything 
of  the  views  and  policy  of  the  Liberal  party  in  past  years, 
whether  it  is  not  the  fact  that  up  to  1832,  and  indeed  to 
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a  much  later  period,  probably  to  the  year  1850,  those  senti¬ 
ments  of  Sir  Robert  Walpole,  of  Mr.  Fox,  of  Earl  Grey, 
and  of  Sir  Robert  Peel,  the  sentiments  which  I  in  humbler 
mode  have  propounded,  were  not  received  unanimously  by 
the  Liberal  party  as  their  fixed  and  unchangeable  creed  ? 
And  why  should  they  not?  Are  they  not  founded  upon 
reason  ?  Do  not  all  statesmen  know,  as  you  know,  that 
upon  peace,  and  peace  alone,  can  be  based  the  successful 
industry  of  a  nation,  and  that  by  successful  industry  alone 
can  be  created  that  wealth  which,  permeating  all  classes  of 
the  people,  not  confined  to  great  proprietors,  great  merchants, 
and  great  speculators,  not  running  in  a  stream  merely  down 
your  principal  streets,  but  turning  fertilizing  rivulets  into 
every  bye-lane  and  every  alley,  tends  so  powerfully  to  promote 
the  comfort,  happiness,  and  contentment  of  a  nation  ?  Do  you 
not  know  that  all  progress  comes  from  successful  and  peaceful 
industry,  and  that  upon  it  is  based  your  superstructure  of 
education,  of  morals,  of  self-respect  among  your  people,  as 
well  as  every  measure  for  extending  and  consolidating  free¬ 
dom  in  your  public  institutions  ?  I  am  not  afraid  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  that  I  do  oppose— that  I  do  utterly  condemn  and 
denounce— a  great  part  of  the  foreign  policy  which  is  prac¬ 
tised  and  adhered  to  by  the  Government  of  this  country. 

You  know,  of  course,  that  about  170  years  ago  there 
happened  in  this  country  what  we  have  always  been  accus¬ 
tomed  to  call  ‘  a  Glorious  Revolution  a  Revolution  which 
had  this  effect:  that  it  put  a  bit  into  the  mouth  of  the 
monarch,  so  that  he  was  not  able  of  his  own  free-will  to  do, 
and  he  dared  no  longer  attempt  to  do,  the  things  which  his 
predecessors  had  done  without  fear.  But  if  at  the  Revolu¬ 
tion  the  monarchy  of  England  was  bridled  and  bitted,  at 
the  same  time  the  great  territorial  families  of  England  were 
enthroned;  and  from  that  period,  until  the  year  1831  or 
!  832— until  the  time  when  Birmingham  politically  became 
famous— those  territorial  families  reigned  with  an  almost 
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undisputed  sway  over  the  destinies  and  the  industry  of  the 
people  of  these  kingdoms.  If  you  turn  to  the  history  of 
England,  from  the  period  of  the  Revolution  to  the  present, 
you  will  find  that  an  entirely  new  policy  was  adopted,  and 
that  while  we  had  endeavoured  in  former  times  to  keep 
ourselves  free  from  European  complications,  we  now  began 
to  act  upon  a  system  of  constant  entanglement  in  the  affairs 
of  foreign  countries,  as  if  there  was  neither  property  nor 
honours,  nor  anything  worth  striving  for,  to  be  acquired  in 
any  other  field.  The  language  coined  and  used  then,  has  con¬ 
tinued  to  our  day.  Lord  Somers,  in  writing  for  William  III, 
speaks  of  the  endless  and  sanguinary  wars  of  that  period  as 
wars  ‘  to  maintain  the  liberties  of  Europe.'’  There  were  wars 
‘  to  support  the  Protestant  interest/  and  there  were  many  wars 
to  preserve  our  old  friend  ‘  the  balance  of  power.’ 

We  have  been  at  war  since  that  time,  I  believe,  with, 
for,  and  against  every  considerable  nation  in  Europe.  We 
fought  to  put  down  a  pretended  French  supremacy  under 
Louis  XIV.  We  fought  to  prevent  France  and  Spain  coming 
under  the  sceptre  of  one  monarch,  although,  if  we  had  not 
fought,  it  would  have  been  impossible  in  the  course  of  things 
that  they  should  have  become  so  united.  We  fought  to 
maintain  the  Italian  provinces  in  connection  with  the  House 
of  Austria.  We  fought  to  put  down  the  supremacy  of 
Napoleon  Bonaparte ;  and  the  Minister  who  was  employed 
by  this  country  at  Vienna,  after  the  great  war,  when  it  was 
determined  that  no  Bonaparte  should  ever  again  sit  on  the 
throne  of  France,  was  the  very  man  to  make  an  alliance  with 
another  Bonaparte  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  war  to 
prevent  the  supremacy  of  the  late  Emperor  of  Russia.  So 
that  we  have  been  all  round  Europe,  and  across  it  over  and 
over  again,  and  after  a  policy  so  distinguished,  so  pre-eminent, 
so  long-continued,  and  so  costly,  I  think  we  have  a  fair 
right — I  have,  at  least — to  ask  those  who  are  in  favour  of 
it  to  show  us  its  visible  result.  Europe  is  not  at  this  moment, 
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so  far  as  I  know,  speaking  of  it  broadly,  and  making  allow¬ 
ance  for  certain  improvements  in  its  general  civilisation,  more 
free  politically  than  it  was  before.  The  balance  of  power  is 
like  perpetual  motion,  or  any  of  those  impossible  things 
which  some  men  are  always  racking  their  brains  and  spending 
their  time  and  money  to  accomplish. 

We  all  know  and  deplore  that  at  the  present  moment  a 
larger  number  of  the  grown  men  of  Europe  are  employed, 
and  a  larger  portion  of  the  industry  of  Europe  is  absorbed, 
to  provide  for,  and  maintain,  the  enormous  armaments  which 
are  now  on  foot  in  every  considerable  Continental  State. 
Assuming,  then,  that  Europe  is  not  much  better  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  the  sacrifices  we  have  made,  let  us  inquire  wliat 
has  been  the  result  in  England,  because,  after  all,  that  is 
the  question  which  it  becomes  us  most  to  consider.  I  believe 
that  I  understate  the  sum  when  I  say  that,  in  pursuit  of  tins 
Will-o’-the-wisp,  (the  liberties  of  Europe  and  the  balance 
of  power,)  there  has  been  extracted  from  the  industry  of 
the  people  of  this  small  island  no  less  an  amount  than 
2,000,000,000/.  sterling.  I  cannot  imagine  how  much 
2,000,000,000/.  is,  and  therefore  I  shall  not  attempt  to  make 
you  comprehend  it.  I  presume  it  is  something  like  those 
vast  and  incomprehensible  astronomical  distances  with  which 
we  have  been  lately  made  familiar  ;  but,  however  familiar, 
we  feel  that  we  do  not  know  one  bit  more  about  them  than 
we  did  before.  When  I  try  to  think  of  that  sum  of 
2,000,000,000/.,  there  is  a  sort  of  vision  passes  before  my 
mind’s  eye.  I  see  your  peasant  labourer  delve  and  plough, 
sow  and  reap,  sweat  beneath  the  summer’s  sun,  or  grow 
prematurely  old  before  the  winter’s  blast.  I  see  your  noble 
mechanic,  with  his  manly  countenance  and  his  matchless 
skill,  toiling  at  his  bench  or  his  forge.  I  see  one  of  the 
workers  in  our  factories  in  the  north,  a  woman— a  girl,  it 
may  be— gentle  and  good,  as  many  of  them  are,  as  your 
sisters  and  daughters  are— I  see  her  intent  upon  the  spindle, 
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whose  revolutions  are  so  rapid  that  the  eye  fails  altogether 
to  detect  them,  or  watching  the  alternating  flight  of  the 
unresting  shuttle.  I  turn  again  to  another  portion  of  your 
population,  which,  ‘  plunged  in  mines,  forgets  a  sun  was 
made/  and  I  see  the  man  who  brings  up  from  the  secret 
chambers  of  the  earth  the  elements  of  the  riches  and  greatness 
of  his  country.  When  I  see  all  this  I  have  before  me  a 
mass  of  produce  and  of  wealth  which  I  am  no  more  able  to 
comprehend  than  I  am  that  2,000,000,000/.  of  which  I  have 
spoken,  but  I  behold  in  its  full  proportions  the  hideous  error 
of  your  Governments,  whose  fatal  policy  consumes  in  some 
cases  a  half,  never  less  than  a  third,  of  all  the  results  of 
that  industry  which  God  intended  should  fertilise  and  bless 
every  home  in  England,  but  the  fruits  of  which  are  squan¬ 
dered  in  every  part  of  the  surface  of  the  globe,  without 
producing  the  smallest  good  to  the  people  of  England. 

We  have,  it  is  true,  some  visible  results  that  are  of  a  more 
positive  character.  We  have  that  which  some  people  call 
a  great  advantage — the  National  Debt — a  debt  which  is  now 
so  large  that  the  most  prudent,  the  most  economical,  and 
the  most  honest  have  given  up  all  hope,  not  of  its  being 
paid  off,  but  of  its  being  diminished  in  amount.  We  have, 
too,  taxes  which  have  been  during  many  years  so  onerous 
that  there  have  been  times  when  the  patient  beasts  of  burden 
threatened  to  revolt — so  onerous  that  it  has  been  utterly 
impossible  to  levy  them  with  any  kind  of  honest  equality, 
according  to  the  means  of  the  people  to  pay  them.  We 
have  that,  moreover,  which  is  a  standing  wonder  to  all 
foreigners  who  consider  our  condition — an  amount  of  ap¬ 
parently  immovable  pauperism,  which  to  strangers  is  wholly 
irreconcilable  with  the  fact  that  we,  as  a  nation,  produce 
more  of  what  should  make  us  all  comfortable,  than  is  pro¬ 
duced  by  any  other  nation  of  similar  numbers  on  the  face 
of  the  globe.  Let  us  likewise  remember  that  during  the 
period  of  those  great  and  so-called  glorious  contests  on  the 
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continent  of  Europe,  every  description  of  home  reform  was 
not  only  delayed,  but  actually  crushed  out  of  the  minds  of 
the  great  bulk  of  the  people.  There  can  be  no  doubt  what¬ 
ever  that  in  1793  England  was  about  to  realise  political 
changes  and  reforms,  such  as  did  not  appear  again  until 
1830;  and  during  the  period  of  that  war,  which  now  almost 
all  men  agree  to  have  been  wholly  unnecessary,  we  were 
passing  through  a  period  which  may  be  described  as  the 
dark  age  of  English  politics  ;  when  there  was  no  more 
freedom  to  write  or  speak,  or  politically  to  act,  than  there 
is  now  in  the  most  despotic  country  of  Europe. 

But,  it  may  be  asked,  did  nobody  gain  ?  If  Europe  is 
no  better,  and  the  people  of  England  have  been  so  much 
worse,  who  has  benefited  by  the  new  system  of  foreign 
policy?  What  has  been  the  fate  of  those  who  were  en¬ 
throned  at  the  Revolution,  and  whose  supremacy  has  been 
for  so  long  a  period  undisputed  among  us  ?  Mr.  Kinglake, 
the  author  of  an  interesting  book  on  Eastern  Travel,  de¬ 
scribing  the  habits  of  some  acquaintances  that  he  made  in 
the  Syrian  Deserts,  says,  that  the  jackals  of  the  Desert  follow 
their  prey  in  families  like  the  place-hunters  of  Europe.  I  will 
reverse,  if  you  like,  the  comparison,  and  say  that  the  great 
territorial  families  of  England,  which  were  enthroned  at  the 
Revolution,  have  followed  their  prey  like  the  jackals  of  the 
Desert.  Do  you  not  observe  at  a  glance,  that,  from  the 
time  of  William  III,  by  reason  of  the  foreign  policy  which 
I  denounce,  wars  have  been  multiplied,  taxes  increased,  loans 
made,  and  the  sums  of  money  which  every  year  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  to  expend  augmented,  and  that  so  the  patronage  at 
the  disposal  of  Ministers  must  have  increased  also,  and  the 
families  who  were  enthroned  and  made  powerful  in  the  legis¬ 
lation  and  administration  of  the  country  must  have  had  the 
first  pull  at,  and  the  largest  profit  out  of,  that  patronage  ? 
There  is  no  actuary  in  existence  who  can  calculate  how  much 
of  the  wealth,  of  the  strength,  of  the  supremacy  of  the  tern- 
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torial  families  of  England  has  been  derived  from  an  unholy 
participation  in  the  fruits  of  the  industry  of  the  people,  which 
have  been  wrested  from  them  by  every  device  of  taxation,  and 
squandered  in  every  conceivable  crime  of  which  a  Government 
could  possibly  be  guilty. 

The  more  you  examine  this  matter  the  more  you  will  come 
to  the  conclusion  which  I  have  arrived  at,  that  this  foreign 
policy,  this  regard  for  ‘ the  liberties  of  Europe/  this  care  at 
one  time  for  ‘the  Protestant  interests/  this  excessive  love 
for  f  the  balance  of  power/  is  neither  more  nor  less  than  a 
gigantic  system  of  out-door  relief  for  the  aristocracy  of 
Great  Britain.  [Great  laughter.]  I  observe  that  you  receive 
that  declaration  as  if  it  were  some  new  and  important  dis¬ 
covery.  In  1815,  when  the  great  war  with  France  was  ended, 
every  Liberal  in  England,  whose  politics,  whose  hopes,  and 
whose  faith  had  not  been  crushed  out  of  him  by  the  tyranny 
of  the  time  of  that  war,  was  fully  aware  of  this,  and  openly 
admitted  it,  and  up  to  1832,  and  for  some  years  afterwards, 
it  was  the  fixed  and  undoubted  creed  of  the  great  Liberal 
party.  But  somehow  all  is  changed.  We  who  stand  upon 
the  old  landmarks,  who  walk  in  the  old  paths,  who  would 
conserve  what  is  wise  and  prudent,  are  hustled  and  shoved 
about  as  if  we  were  come  to  turn  the  world  upside  down. 
The  change  which  has  taken  place  seems  to  confirm  the 
opinion  of  a  lamented  friend  of  mine,  who,  not  having  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  all  his  hopes,  thought  that  men  made  no  progress 
whatever,  hut  went  round  and  round  like  a  squirrel  in  a  cage. 
The  idea  is  now  so  general  that  it  is  our  duty  to  meddle 
everywhere,  that  it  really  seems  as  if  we  had  pushed  the 
Tories  from  the  field,  expelling  them  by  our  competition. 

I  should  like  to  lay  before  you  a  list  of  the  treaties  which 
we  have  made,  and  of  the  responsibilities  under  which  we 
have  laid  ourselves  with  respect  to  the  various  countries  of 
Europe.  I  do  not  know  where  such  an  enumeration  is  to  be 
found,  hut  I  suppose  it  would  he  possible  for  antiquaries  and 
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men  of  investigating  minds  to  dig  them  out  from  the  recesses 
of  the  Foreign  Office,  and  perhaps  to  make  some  of  them  in¬ 
telligible  to  the  country.  I  believe,  however,  that  il  we  go 
to  the  Baltic  we  shall  find  that  we  have  a  treaty  to  defend 
Sweden,  and  the  only  thing  which  Sweden  agrees  to  do  in 
return  is  not  to  give  up  any  portion  of  her  territories  to 
Russia.  Coming  down  a  little  south,  we  have  a  treaty  which 
invites  us,  enables  us,  and  perhaps,  if  we  acted  fully  up  to 
our  duty  with  regard  to  it,  would  compel  us  to  interfere  in 
the  question  between  Denmark  and  the  Duchies.  If  I  mis¬ 
take  not,  we  have  a  treaty  which  binds  us  down  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  little  kingdom  of  Belgium,  as  established 
after  its  separation  from  Holland.  We  have  numerous 
treaties  with  France.  We  are  understood  to  he  bound  by 
treaty  to  maintain  constitutional  government  in  Spain  and 
Portugal.  If  we  go  round  into  the  Mediterranean,  we  find 
the  little  kingdom  of  Sardinia,  to  which  we  have  lent  some 
millions  of  money,  and  with  which  we  have  entered  into 
important  treaties  for  preserving  the  balance  of  power  in 
Europe.  If  we  go  beyond  the  kingdoms  of  Italy,  and  cross 
the  Adriatic,  we  come  to  the  small  kingdom  of  Greece,  against 
which  we  have  a  nice  account  that  will  never  be  settled  \ 
while  we  have  engagements  to  maintain  'that  respectable  hut 
diminutive  country  under  its  present  constitutional  govern¬ 
ment.  Then,  leaving  the  kingdom  of  Greece,  we  pass  up 
the  eastern  end  of  the  Mediterranean,  and  from  Greece  to  the 
Red  Sea,  wherever  the  authority  of  the  Sultan  is  more  or  less 
admitted,  the  blood  and  the  industry  of  England  are  pledged 
to  the  permanent  sustentation  of  the  f  independence  and 
integrity  ’  of  the  Ottoman  Empire. 

I  confess  that  as  a  citizen  of  this  country,  wishing  to  live 
peaceably  among  my  fellow-countrymen,  and  wishing  to  see 
my  countrymen  free,  and  able  to  enjoy  the  fruits  of  their 
labour,  I  protest  against  a  system  which  binds  us  in  all  these 
networks  and  complications,  from  which  it  is  impossible  that 
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we  can  gain  one  single  atom  of  advantage  for  this  country. 
It  is  not  all  glory,  after  all.  Glory  may  be  worth  something, 
hut  it  is  not  always  glory.  We  have  had  within  the  last 
few  years  despatches  from  Vienna  and  from  St.  Petersburg, 
which,  if  we  had  not  deserved  them,  would  have  been  very 
offensive  and  not  a  little  insolent.  We  have  had  the  Ambas¬ 
sador  of  the  Queen  expelled  summarily  from  Madrid,  and  we 
have  had  an  Ambassador  driven  almost  with  ignominy  from 
Washington.  We  have  blockaded  Athens  for  a  claim  which 
was  known  to  be  false.  We  have  quarrelled  with  Naples,  for 
we  chose  to  give  advice  to  Naples,  which  was  not  received  in 
the  submissive  spirit  expected  from  her,  and  our  Minister  was 
therefore  withdrawn.  Not  three  years  ago,  too,  we  seized 
a  considerable  kingdom  in  India,  with  which  our  Government 
had  hut  recently  entered  into  the  most  solemn  treaty,  which 
every  lawyer  in  England  and  in  Europe,  I  believe,  would 
consider  binding  before  God  and  the  world.  We  deposed  its 
monarch ;  we  committed  a  great  immorality  and  a  great 
crime,  and  we  have  reaped  an  almost  instantaneous  retribu¬ 
tion  in  the  most  gigantic  and  sanguinary  revolt  which  pro¬ 
bably  any  nation  ever  made  against  its  conquerors.  Within 
the  last  few  years  we  have  had  two  wars  with  a  great  Empire, 
which  we  are  told  contains  at  least  one-third  of  the  whole 
human  race.  The  first  war  was  called,  and  appropriately 
called,  the  Opium  War.  No  man,  I  believe,  with  a  spark  of 
morality  in  his  composition,  no  man  who  cares  anything  for 
the  opinion  of  his  fellow-countrymen,  has  dared  to  justify 
that  war.  The  war  which  has  just  been  concluded,  if  it  has 
been  concluded,  had  its  origin  in  the  first  war;  for  the 
enormities  committed  in  the  first  war  are  the  foundation  of 
the  implacable  hostility  which  it  is  said  the  inhabitants  of 
Canton  bear  to  all  persons  connected  with  the  English  name. 
Yet,  though  we  have  these  troubles  in  India — a  vast  country 
which  we  do  not  know  how  to  govern — and  a  war  with  China 
— a  country  with  which,  though  everybody  else  can  remain  at 


1858, 


FOREIGN  POLICY. 


385 


peace,  we  cannot — such  is  the  inveterate  liabit  of  conquest, 
such  is  the  insatiable  lust  of  territory,  such  is,  in  my  view, 
the  depraved,  unhappy  state  of  opinion  of  the  country  on  this 
subject,  that  there  are  not  a  few  persons,  Chambers  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  wit,  in  different  parts  of  the  kingdom  (though  I  am 
glad  to  say  it  has  not  been  so  with  the  Chamber  of  Commerce 
at  Birmingham),  who  have  been  urging  our  Government  to 
take  possession  of  a  province  of  the  greatest  island  in  the 
Eastern  seas ;  a  possession  which  must  at  once  necessitate 
increased  estimates  and  increased  taxation,  and  which  would 
probably  lead  us  into  merciless  and  disgraceful  wars  with 
the  half-savage  tribes  who  inhabit  that  island. 

I  will  not  dwell  upon  that  question.  The  gentleman  who 
is  principally  concerned  in  it  is  at  this  moment,  as  you 
know,  stricken  down  with  affliction,  and  I  am  unwilling 
to  enter  here  into  any  considerable  discussion  of  the  case 
which  he  is  urging  upon  the  public ;  but  I  say  that  we  have 
territory  enough  in  India  ;  and  if  we  have  not  troubles 
enough  there,  if  we  have  not  difficulties  enough  in  China,  if 
we  have  not  taxation  enough,  by  all  means  gratify  your 
wishes  for  more;  but  I  hope  that  whatever  may  be  the 
shortcomings  of  the  Government  with  regard  to  any  other 
questions  in  which  we  are  all  interested — and  may  they  be 

few! _ they  will  shut  their  eyes,  they  will  turn  their  backs 

obstinately  from  adding  in  this  mode,  or  in  any  mode,  to  the 
English  possessions  in  the  East.  I  suppose  that  if  any 
ingenious  person  were  to  prepare  a  large  map  of  the  world,  as 
far  as  it  is  known,  and  were  to  mark  upon  it,  in  any  colour 
that  he  liked,  the  spots  where  Englishmen  have  fought  and 
English  blood  has  been  poured  forth,  and  the  treasure  of 
England  squandered,  scarcely  a  country,  scarcely  a  province 
of  the  vast  expanse  of  the  habitable  globe  would  be  thus 
undistinguished. 

Perhaps  there  are  in  this  room,  I  am  sure  there  are  in  the 
country,  many  persons  who  hold  a  superstitious  traditionary 
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belief  that,  somehow  or  other,  our  vast  trade  is  to  be  attributed 
to  what  we  have  done  in  this  way,  that  it  is  thus  we  have 
opened  markets  and  advanced  commerce,  that  English  great¬ 
ness  depends  upon  the  extent  of  English  conquests  and 
English  military  renown.  But  I  am  inclined  to  think  that, 
with  the  exception  of  Australia,  there  is  not  a  single  depen¬ 
dency  of  the  Crown  which,  if  we  come  to  reckon  what  it  has 
cost  in  war  and  protection,  would  not  be  found  to  be  a  positive 
loss  to  the  people  of  this  country.  Take  the  United  States, 
with  which  we  have  such  an  enormous  and  constantly  in¬ 
creasing  trade.  The  wise  statesmen  of  the  last  generation, 
men  whom  your  school  histories  tell  you  were  statesmen, 
serving  under  a  monarch  who  they  tell  you  was  a  patriotic 
monarch,  spent  130,000,000?.  of  the  fruits  of  the  industry  of 
the  people  in  a  vain — happily  a  vain — endeavour  to  retain  the 
colonies  of  the  United  States  in  subjection  to  the  Monarchy 
of  England.  Add  up  the  interest  of  that  130,000,000?.  for 
all  this  time,  and  how  long  do  you  think  it  will  be  before 
there  will  be  a  profit  on  the  trade  with  the  United  States  which 
will  repay  the  enormous  sum  we  invested  in  a  war  to  retain 
those  States  as  colonies  of  this  Empire?  It  never  will  be 
paid  off.  Wherever  you  turn,  you  will  find  that  the  opening 
of  markets,  developing  of  new  countries,  introducing  cotton 
cloth  with  cannon  balls,  are  vain,  foolish,  and  wretched 
excuses  for  wars,  and  ought  not  to  be  listened  to  for  a 
moment  by  any  man  who  understands  the  multiplication  table 
or  who  can  do  the  simplest  sum  in  arithmetic. 

Since  the  ‘  Glorious  Revolution/  since  the  enthronisation  of 
the  great  Norman  territorial  families,  they  have  spent  in  wars, 
and  we  have  worked  for,  about  3,000,000,000?.  The  interest 
on  that  is  100,000,000?.  per  annum,  which  alone,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  principal  sum,  is  three  or  four  times  as  much 
as  the  whole  amount  of  your  annual  export  trade  from  that 
time  to  this.  Therefore,  if  war  has  provided  you  with  a 
trade,  it  has  been  at  an  enormous  cost;  but  I  think  it 
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is  by  no  means  doubtful  that  your  trade  would  have  been 
no  less  in  amount  and  no  less  profitable  bad  peace  and  justice 
been  inscribed  on  your  flag’  instead  of  conquest  and  the  love 
of  military  renown.  But  even  in  this  year,  1858 — we  have 
got  a  long’  way  into  the  century — we  find  that  within  the 
last  seven  years  our  public  debt  has  greatly  increased.  What¬ 
ever  be  the  increase  of  our  population,  of  our  machinery,  of 
our  industry,  of  our  wealth,  still  our  national  debt  goes  on 
increasing.  Although  we  have  not  a  foot  more  territory  to 
conserve,  or  an  enemy  in  the  world  who  dreams  of  attaching 
us,  we  find  that  our  annual  military  expenses  during  the  last 
twenty  years  have  risen  from  12,000,000/.  to  22,000,000 Z. 

Some  people  believe  that  it  is  a  good  thing  to  pay  a  great 
revenue  to  the  State.  Even  so  eminent  a  man  as  Lord  John 
Russell  is  not  without  a  delusion  of  this  sort.  Lord  John 
Russell  as  you  have  heard,  while  speaking  of  me  in  flattering 
and  friendly  terms,  says  he  is  unfortunately  obliged  to  differ 
from  me  frequently therefore,  I  suppose,  there  is  no  paiti- 
cular  harm  in  my  saying  that  I  am  sometimes  obliged  to 
differ  from  him.  Some  time  ago  he  was  a  great  star  in  the 
northern  hemisphere,  shining,  not  with  unaccustomed,  but 
with  his  usual  brilliancy  at  Liverpool.  He  made  a  speech, 
in  which  there  was  a  great  deal  to  be  admired,  to  a  meeting* 
composed,  it  was  said,  to  a  great  extent  of  working-men ; 
and  in  it  he  stimulated  them  to  a  feeling  of  pride  in  the 
greatness  of  their  country  and  in  being  citizens  of  a  State 
which  enjoyed  a  revenue  of  100,000,000/.  a-year,  which 
included  the  revenues  of  the  United  Kingdom  and  of  British 
India.  But  I  think  it  would  have  been  far  more  to  the 
purpose  if  he  could  have  congratulated  the  working-men  of 
Liverpool  on  this  vast  Empire  being  conducted  in  an  orderly 
manner,  on  its  laws  being  well  administered  and  well  obeyed, 
its  shores  sufficiently  defended,  its  people  prosperous  and 
happy,  on  a  revenue  of  20,000,000 /.  The  State  indeed,  of 
which  Lord  John  Russell  is  a  part,  may  enjoy  a  revenue  of 
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i  oo,ooo,oool.,  but  I  am  afraid  the  working-men  can  only  be 
said  to  enjoy  it  in  the  sense  in  which  men  not  very  choice  in 
their  expressions  say  that  for  a  long  time  they  have  enjoyed 
‘  very  bad  health/ 

I  am  prepared  to  admit  that  it  is  a  subject  of  congratulation 
that  there  is  a  people  so  great,  so  free,  and  so  industrious,  that 
it  can  produce  a  sufficient  income  out  of  which  i  oo,ooo,oooZ. 
a-year,  if  need  absolutely  were,  could  be  spared  for  some  great 
and  noble  object;  but  it  is  not  a  thing  to  be  proud  of  that 
our  Government  should  require  us  to  pay  that  enormous  sum 
for  the  simple  purposes  of  government  and  defence.  Nothing 
can  by  any  possibility  tend  more  to  the  corruption  of  a 
Government  than  enormous  revenues.  We  have  heard  lately 
of  instances  of  certain  joint-stock  institutions  with  very  great 
capital  collapsing  suddenly,  bringing  disgrace  upon  their 
managers,  and  ruin  upon  hundreds  of  families.  A  great 
deal  of  that  has  arisen,  not  so  much  from  intentional  fraud, 
as  from  the  fact  that  weak  and  incapable  men  have  found 
themselves  tumbling  about  in  an  ocean  of  bank-notes  and 
gold,  and  they  appear  to  have  lost  all  sight  of  where  it  came 
from,  to  whom  it  belonged,  and  whether  it  was  possible  by 
any  maladministration  ever  to  come  to  an  end  of  it.  That 
is  absolutely  what  is  done  by  Governments.  You  have  read 
in  the  papers  lately  some  accounts  of  the  proceedings  before 
a  Commission  appointed  to  inquire  into  alleged  maladministra¬ 
tion  with  reference  to  the  supply  of  clothing  to  the  army,  but 
if  anybody  had  said  anything  in  the  time  of  the  late  Govern¬ 
ment  about  any  such  maladministration,  there  is  not  one  of 
those  great  statesmen,  of  whom  we  are  told  we  ought  always 
to  speak  with  so  much  reverence,  who  would  not  have  got 
up  and  declared  that  nothing  could  be  more  admirable 
than  the  system  of  hook-keeping  at  Weedon,  nothing  more 
economical  than  the  manner  in  which  the  War  Department 
spent  the  money  provided  by  public  taxation.  But  we  know 
that  it  is  not  so.  I  have  heard  a  gentleman—  one  who  is  as 
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competent  as  any  man  in  England  to  give  an  opinion  about  it 
—  a  man  of  business,  and  not  surpassed  by  any  one  as  a  man 
of  business,  declare,  after  a  long  examination  of  the  details  ot 
tlie  question,  that  he  would  undertake  to  do  everything  that 
is  done  not  only  for  the  defence  of  the  country,  but  lor  many 
other  things  which  are  done  by  your  navy,  and  which  are  not 
necessary  for  that  purpose,  for  half  the  annual  cost  that  is 
voted  in  the  estimates  ! 

I  think  the  expenditure  of  these  vast  sums,  and  especially 
of  those  which  we  spend  for  military  purposes,  leads  us  to 
adopt  a  defiant  and  insolent  tone  towards  foreign  countries. 
We  have  the  freest  press  in  Europe,  and  the  freest  platform 
in  Europe,  but  every  man  who  writes  an  article  in  a  news¬ 
paper,  and  every  man  who  stands  on  a  platfoim,  ought  to  do 
it  under  a  solemn  sense  of  responsibility.  Every  word  he 
writes,  every  word  I  utter,  passes  with  a  rapidity,  of  which 
our  forefathers  were  utterly  ignorant,  to  the  very  ends  of  the 
earth  ;  the  words  become  things  and  acts,  and  they  produce 
on  the  minds  of  other  nations  effects  which  a  man  may  nevoi 
have  intended.  Take  a  recent  case  \  take  the  case  of  Fiance. 
I  am  not  expected  to  defend,  and  I  shall  certainly  not  attack, 
the  present  Government  of  France.  The  instant  that  it 
appeared  in  its  present  shape,  the  Minister  of  England 
conducting  your  foreign  affairs,  speaking  ostensibly  for  the 
Cabinet,  for  his  Sovereign,  and  for  the  English  nation, 
offered  his  congratulations,  and  the  support  of  England 
was  at  once  accorded  to  the  re-created  French  Empiie. 
Soon  after  this  an  intimate  alliance  was  entered  into 
between  the  Queen  of  England,  through  her  Ministers, 
and  the  Emperor  of  the  French.  I  am  not  about  to 
defend  the  policy  which  flowed  from  that  alliance,  nor  shall 
I  take  up  your  time  by  making  any  attack  upon  it.  An 
alliance  was  entered  into,  and  a  war  was  entered  into. 
English  and  French  soldiers  fought  on  the  same  field,  and 
they  suffered,  I  fear,  from  the  same  neglect.  They  now  lie 
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buried  on  the  bleak  heights  of  the  Crimea,  and  except 
by  their  mothers,  who  do  not  soon  forget  their  children,  I 
suppose  they  are  mostly  forgotten.  I  have  never  heard  it  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  French  Government  did  not  behave  with  the 
most  perfect  honour  to  this  Government  and  this  country  all 
through  these  grave  ti’ansactions ;  but  I  have  heard  it  stated  by 
those  who  most  know,  that  nothing  could  be  more  honourable, 
nothing  more  just,  than  the  conduct  of  the  French  Emperor  to 
this  Government  throughout  the  whole  of  that  struggle.  More 
recently,  when  the  war  in  China  was  begun  by  a  Government 
which  I  have  condemned  and  denounced  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  the  Emperor  of  the  French  sent  his  ships  and 
troops  to  co-operate  with  us,  but  I  never  heard  that  anything 
was  done  there  to  create  a  suspicion  of  a  feeling  of  hostility 
on  his  part  towards  us.  The  Emperor  of  the  French  came  to 
London,  and  some  of  those  powerful  organs  of  the  press  who 
have  since  taken  the  line  of  which  I  am  complaining,  did  all 
but  invite  the  people  of  London  to  prostrate  themselves  under 
the  wheels  of  the  chariot  which  conveyed  along  our  streets 
the  revived  monarchy  of  France.  The  Queen  of  England  went 
to  Paris,  and  was  she  not  received  there  with  as  much  affection 
and  as  much  respect  as  her  high  position  and  her  honourable 
character  entitled  her  to  ? 

What  has  occurred  since  ?  If  there  was  a  momentary 
unpleasantness,  I  am  quite  sure  that  every  impartial  man 
will  agree  that,  under  the  peculiarly  irritating  circumstances 
of  the  time  there  was  at  least  as  much  forbearance  shown 
on  one  side  of  the  Channel  as  on  the  other.  Then  we  have 
had  much  said  lately  about  a  naval  fortification  recently  com¬ 
pleted  in  France,  which  has  been  more  than  one  hundred  years 
in  progress,  which  was  not  devised  by  the  present  Emperor 
of  the  French.  For  one  hundred  years  great  sums  had 
been  spent  on  it,  and  at  last,  like  every  other  great  work, 
it  was  brought  to  an  end.  The  English  Queen  and  others 
were  invited  over,  and  many  went  who  were  not  invited. 
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And  yet  in  all  this  we  are  told  that  there  is  something  to  create 
extreme  alarm  and  suspicion ;  we,  who  have  never  fortified 
any  places ;  we,  who  have  not  a  greater  than  Sebastopol  at 
Gibraltar;  we,  who  have  not  an  impregnable  fortress  at 
Malta,  who  have  not  spent  the  fortune  of  a  nation  almost  in 
the  Ionian  Islands;  we,  who  are  doing  nothing  at  Alderney; 
we  are  to  take  offence  at  the  fortifications  of  Cherbourg  ! 
There  are  few  persons  who  at  some  time  or  other  have 
not  been  brought  into  contact  with  a  poor  unhappy  fellow- 
creature  who  has  some  peculiar  delusion  or  suspicion  press¬ 
ing  on  his  mind.  I  recollect  a  friend  of  mine  going 
down  from  Derby  to  Leeds  in  the  train  with  a  very  quiet 
and  respectable-looking  gentleman  sitting  opposite  to  him. 
They  had  both  been  staying  at  the  Midland  Hotel,  and 
they  began  talking  about  it.  All  at  once  the  gentleman 
said,  ‘Did  you  notice  anything  particular  about  the  bread 
at  breakfast V  ‘No/  said  my  friend,  ‘I  did  not.’  ‘Oh! 
but  I  did/  said  the  poor  gentleman,  ‘and  I  am  convinced 
there  was  an  attempt  made  to  poison  me,  and  it  is  a  very 
curious  thing  that  I  never  go  to  an  hotel  without  I  dis¬ 
cover  some  attempt  to  do  me  mischief/  The  unfortunate  man 
was  labouring  under  one  of  the  greatest  calamities  which 
can  befall  a  human  creature.  But  what  are  we  to  say  of  a 
nation  which  lives  under  a  perpetual  delusion  that  it  is  about 
to  be  attacked — a  nation  which  is  the  most  combined  on  the 
face  of  the  earth,  with  little  less  than  30,000,000  of  people  all 
united  under  a  Government  which,  though  we  intend  to  reform 
it,  we  do  not  the  less  respect  it,  and  which  has  mechanical 
power  and  wealth  to  which  no  other  country  offers  any  parallel  ? 
There  is  no  causeway  to  Britain;  the  free  waves  of  the  sea 
flow  day  and  night  for  ever  round  her  shores,  and  yet  there 
are  people  going  about  with  whom  this  hallucination  is  so 
strong  that  they  do  not  merely  discover  it  quietly  to  then- 
friends,  but  they  write  it  down  in  double-leaded  columns,  m 
leading  articles,— nay,  some  of  them  actually  get  up  on  plat- 
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forms  and  proclaim  it  to  hundreds  and  thousands  of  their 
fellow-countrymen.  I  should  like  to  ask  you  whether  these 
delusions  are  to  last  for  ever,  whether  this  policy  is  to  be  the 
perpetual  policy  of  England,  whether  these  results  are  to  go 
on  gathering  and  gathering  until  there  come,  as  come  there 
must  inevitably,  some  dreadful  catastrophe  on  our  country  ? 

I  should  like  to-night,  if  I  could,  to  inaugurate  one  of  the 
best  and  holiest  revolutions  that  ever  took  place  in  this 
country.  We  have  had  a  dozen  revolutions  since  some  of  us 
were  children.  We  have  had  one  revolution  in  which  you 
had  a  great  share,  a  great  revolution  of  opinion  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  suffrage.  Does  it  not  read  like  madness  that 
men,  thirty  years  ago,  were  frantic  at  the  idea  of  the  people 
of  Birmingham  having  a  io l.  franchise?  Does  it  not  seem 
something  like  idiotcy  to  be  told  that  a  banker  in  Leeds, 
when  it  was  proposed  to  transfer  the  seats  of  one  rotten 
borough  to  the  town  of  Leeds,  should  say  (and  it  was  repeated 
in  the  House  of  Commons  on  his  authority)  that  if  the  people 
of  Leeds  had  the  franchise  conferred  upon  them  it  would  not 
be  possible  to  keep  the  bank  doors  open  with  safety,  and  that 
he  should  remove  his  business  to  some  quiet  place  out  of 
danger  from  the  savage  race  that  peopled  that  town  ?  But 
now  all  confess  that  the  people  are  perfectly  competent  to 
have  votes,  and  nobody  dreams  of  arguing  that  the  privilege 
will  make  them  less  orderly. 

Take  the  question  of  colonial  government.  Twenty  years 
ago  the  government  of  our  colonies  was  a  huge  job.  A  small 
family  party  in  each,  in  connection  with  the  Colonial  Office, 
ruled  our  colonies.  We  had  then  discontent,  and,  now  and 
then,  a  little  wholesome  insurrection,  especially  in  Canada. 
The  result  was  that  we  have  given  up  the  colonial  policy 
which  had  hitherto  been  held  sacred,  and  since  that  time  not 
only  have  our  colonies  greatly  advanced  in  wealth  and 
material  resources,  but  no  parts  of  the  Empire  are  more 
tranquil  and  loyal. 
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Take  also  the  question  of  Protection.  Not  thirty  years 
ago,  but  twelve  years  ago,  there  was  a  great  party  in  Parlia¬ 
ment,  led  by  a  Duke  in  one  House,  and  by  the  son  and 
brother  of  a  Duke  in  the  other,  which  declared  that  utter  ruin 
must  come,  not  only  on  the  agricultural  interest,  but  upon 
the  manufactures  and  commerce  of  England,  if  we  departed 
from  our  old  theories  upon  this  subject  of  Protection.  They 
told  us  that  the  labourer — the  unhappy  labourer— of  whom  it 
may  be  said  in  this  counti’y, — 

‘  Here  landless  labourers  hopeless  toil  and  strive, 

But  taste  no  portion  of  the  sweets  they  hive,’ 

—  that  the  labourer  was  to  be  ruined ;  that  is,  that  the 
paupers  were  to  be  pauperised.  These  gentlemen  were  over¬ 
thrown.  The  plain,  honest,  common  sense  of  the  country 
swept  away  their  cobweb  theories,  and  they  are  gone.  What 
is  the  result?  From  1846  to  1857  we  have  received  into  this 
country  of  grain  of  all  kinds,  including  flour,  maize,  or  India 
corn — all  objects  heretofore  not  of  absolute  prohibition,  but 
which  were  intended  to  be  prohibited  until  it  was  not  safe  for 
people  to  be  starved  any  more — not  less  than  an  amount  equal 
in  value  to  224,000,000^.  That  is  equal  to  18,700,000^.  per 
annum  on  the  average  of  twelve  years.  During  that  period, 
too,  your  home  growth  has  been  stimulated  to  an  enormous 
extent.  You  have  imported  annually  200,000  tons  of  guano, 
and  the  result  has  been  a  proportionate  increase  in  the  pro¬ 
ductions  of  the  soil,  for  200,000  tons  of  guano  will  grow  an 
equal  weight  and  value  of  wheat.  With  all  this,  agriculture 
was  never  more  prosperous,  while  manufactures  were  never,  at 
the  same  time,  more  extensively  exported;  and  with  all  this 
the  labourers,  for  whom  the  tears  of  the  Protectionist  weie 
shed,  have,  according  to  the  admission  of  the  most  violent  of 
the  class,  never  been  in  a  better  state  since  the  beginning  of 
the  great  French  war. 

One  other  revolution  of  opinion  has  been  in  regard  to  our 
criminal  law.  I  have  lately  been  reading  a  book  which  I 


394 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


oct.  29, 


would  advise  every  man  to  read  —  the  Life  of  Sir  Samuel 
Romilly.  He  tells  us  in  simple  language  of  the  almost  in¬ 
superable  difficulties  he  had  to  contend  with  to  persuade  the 
Legislature  of  this  country  to  abolish  the  punishment  of  death 
for  stealing  from  a  dwelling-house  to  the  value  of  an 
offence  which  now  is  punished  by  a  few  weeks'1  imprison¬ 
ment.  Lords,  bishops,  and  statesmen  opposed  these  efforts 
year  after  year,  and  there  have  been  some  thousands  of 
persons  put  to  death  publicly  for  offences  which  are  not 
now  punishable  with  death.  Now,  every  man  and  woman 
in  the  kingdom  would  feel  a  thrill  of  horror  if  told  that  a 
fellow-creature  was  to  be  put  to  death  for  such  a  cause. 

These  are  revolutions  in  opinion,  and  let  me  tell  you  that 
when  you  accomplish  a  revolution  in  opinion  upon  a  great 
question,  when  you  alter  it  from  bad  to  good,  it  is  not  like 
charitably  giving  a  beggar  6d.  and  seeing  him  no  more,  but 
it  is  a  great  beneficent  act,  which  affects  not  merely  the  rich 
and  the  powerful,  but  penetrates  every  lane,  every  cottage  in 
the  land,  and  wherever  it  goes  brings  blessings  and  happiness. 
It  is  not  from  statesmen  that  these  things  come.  It  is  not 
from  them  that  have  proceeded  these  great  revolutions  of 
opinion  on  the  questions  of  Reform,  Protection,  Colonial 
Government,  and  Criminal  Law — it  was  from  public  meetings 
such  as  this,  from  the  intelligence  and  conscience  of  the  great 
body  of  the  people  who  have  no  interest  in  wrong,  and  who 
never  go  from  the  right  but  by  temporary  error  and  under 
momentary  passion. 

It  is  for  you  to  decide  whether  our  greatness  shall  be  only 
temporary  or  whether  it  shall  be  enduring.  When  I  am  told 
that  the  greatness  of  our  country  is  shown  by  the  100,000,000/. 
of  revenue  produced,  may  I  not  also  ask  how  it  is  that  we 
have  1,100,000  paupers  in  this  kingdom,  and  why  it  is  that 
7,000,000 /.  should  be  taken  from  the  industry  chiefly  of  the 
labouring  classes  to  support  a  small  nation,  as  it  were,  of 
paupers  ?  Since  your  legislation  upon  the  Corn-laws  you  have 
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not  only  had  nearly  20,000,000 1.  of  food  brought  into  the 
country  annually,  but  such  an  extraordinary  increase  of  trade 
that  your  exports  are  about  doubled,  and  yet  I  understand 
that  in  the  year  1856,  for  I  have  no  later  return,  there  were 
no  less  than  1,100,000  paupers  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and 
the  sum  raised  in  poor-rates  was  not  less  than  1 ,200,000 1. 
And  that  cost  of  pauperism  is  not  the  full  amount ;  for  there 
is  a  vast  amount  of  temporary,  casual,  and  vagrant  pauperism 
that  does  not  come  in  to  swell  that  sum. 

Then  do  not  you  well  know — I  know  it,  because  I  live 
among  the  population  of  Lancashire,  and  I  doubt  not  the 
same  may  be  said  of  the  population  of  this  city  and  county 
that  just  above  the  level  of  the  1,100,000  there  is  at  least  an 
■  equal  number  who  are  ever  oscillating  between  independence 
and  pauperism,  who,  with  a  heroism  which  is  not  the  less 
heroic  because  it  is  secret  and  unrecorded,  are  doing  tlieii 
very  utmost  to  maintain  an  honourable  and  independent  posi¬ 
tion  before  their  fellow-men?  While  Irish  labour,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  improvement  which  has  taken  place  in  Ireland, 
is  only  paid  at  the  rate  of  about  itf.  a-day ;  while  in  the 
straths  and  glens  of  Scotland  there  are  hundreds  of  shepheid 
families  whose  whole  food  almost  consists  of  oatmeal  poindge 
from  day  to  day,  and  from  week  to  week;  while  these  things 
continue,  I  say  that  we  have  no  reason  to  be  self-satisfied  and 
contented  with  our  position ;  hut  that  we  who  are  in  Parlia¬ 
ment  and  are  more  directly  responsible  for  affairs,  and  you 
who  are  also  responsible  though  in  a  lower  degree,  are  bound 
by  the  sacred  duty  which  we  owe  our  country  to  examine 
why  it  is  that  with  all  this  trade,  all  this  industry,  and  all 
this  personal  freedom,  there  is  still  so  much  that  is  unsound 

at  the  base  of  our  social  fabric  ? 

Let  me  direct  your  attention  now  to  another  point  which  I 
never  think  of  without  feelings  which  words  would  altogether 
fail  to  express.  You  hear  constantly,  that  woman,  the  help¬ 
mate  of  man,  who  adorns,  dignifies,  and  blesses  our  lives,  that 


396 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


oct.  29, 


woman  in  tins  country  is  cheap ;  that  vast  numbers  whose 
names  ought  to  be  synonyms  for  purity  and  virtue  are 
plunged  into  profligacy  and  infamy.  But  do  you  not  know 
that  you  sent  40,000  men  to  perish  on  the  bleak  heights  of 
the  Crimea,  and  that  the  revolt  in  India,  caused,  in  part  at 
least,  by  the  grievous  iniquity  of  the  seizure  of  Oude,  may 
tax  your  country  to  the  extent  of  j  00,000  lives  before  it  is 
extinguished;  and  do  you  not  know  that  for  the  140,000 
men  thus  draughted  off  and  consigned  to  premature  graves, 
nature  provided  in  your  country  140,000  women?  If  you 
have  taken  the  men  who  should  have  been  the  husbands  of 
these  women,  and  if  you  have  sacrificed  100,000,000/.,  which 
as  capital  reserved  in  the  country  would  have  been  an  ample 
fund  for  their  employment  and  for  the  sustentation  of  their 
families,  are  you  not  guilty  of  a  great  sin  in  involving  your¬ 
selves  in  such  a  loss  of  life  and  of  money  in  war,  except  on 
grounds  and  under  circumstances  which,  according  to  the 
opinions  of  every  man  in  the  country,  should  leave  no  kind  of 
option  whatever  for  your  choice  ? 

I  know  perfectly  well  the  kind  of  observations  which  a 
certain  class  of  critics  will  make  upon  this  speech.  I  have 
been  already  told  by  a  very  eminent  newspaper  publisher  in 
Calcutta,  who,  commenting  on  a  speech  I  made  at  the  close 
of  the  session  with  regard  to  the  condition  of  India  and  our 
future  policy  in  that  country,  said,  that  the  policy  I  recom¬ 
mended  was  intended  to  strike  at  the  root  of  the  advancement 
of  the  British  Empire,  and  that  its  advancement  did  not 
necessarily  involve  the  calamities  which  I  pointed  out  as 
likely  to  occur.  My  Calcutta  critic  assured  me  that  Rome 
pursued  a  similar  policy  for  a  period  of  eight  centuries,  and 
that  for  those  eight  centuries  she  remained  great.  Now,  I  do 
not  think  that  examples  taken  from  pagan,  sanguinary  Rome, 
are  proper  models  for  the  imitation  of  a  Christian  country,  nor 
would  I  limit  my  hopes  of  the  greatness  of  England  even  to 
the  long  duration  of  800  years.  But  what  is  Rome  now? 
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The  great  city  is  dead.  A  poet  has  described  her  as  c  the  lone 
mother  of  dead  empires/  Her  language  even  is  dead.  Her 
very  tombs  are  empty ;  the  ashes  of  her  most  illustrious 
citizens  are  dispersed — 

‘  The  Scipios’  tomb  contains  no  ashes  now.’ 

Yet  I  am  asked,  I,  who  am  one  of  the  legislators  of  a  Chris¬ 
tian  country,  to  measure  my  policy  by  the  policy  of  ancient 
and  pagan  Rome ! 

I  believe  there  is  no  permanent  greatness  to  a  nation  except 
it  be  based  upon  morality.  I  do  not  care  for  military  great¬ 
ness  or  military  renown.  I  care  for  the  condition  of  the 
people  among  whom  I  live.  There  is  no  man  in  England 
who  is  less  likely  to  speak  irreverently  of  the  Crown  and 
Monarchy  of  England  than  I  am ;  but  crowns,  coronets, 
mitres,  military  display,  the  pomp  of  war,  wide  colonies,  and 
a  huge  empire,  are,  in  my  view,  all  trifles  light  as  air,  and 
not  worth  considering,  unless  with  them  you  can  have  a  fail- 
share  of  comfort,  contentment,  and  happiness  among  the  great 
body  of  the  people.  Palaces,  baronial  castles,  great  halls, 
stately  mansions,  do  not  make  a  nation.  The  nation  in  every 
country  dwells  in  the  cottage;  and  unless  the  light  of  your 
constitution  can  shine  there,  unless  the  beauty  of  your  legis¬ 
lation  and  the  excellence  of  your  statesmanship  are  impressed 
there  on  the  feelings  and  condition  of  the  people,  rely  upon  it 
you  have  yet  to  learn  the  duties  of  government. 

I  have  not,  as  you  have  observed,  pleaded  that  this  country 
should  remain  without  adequate  and  scientific  means  of 
defence.  I  acknowledge  it  to  be  the  duty  of  your  states¬ 
men,  acting  upon  the  known  opinions  and  principles  of 
ninety-nine  out  of  every  hundred  persons  in  the  country, 
at  all  times,  with  all  possible  moderation,  but  with  all 
possible  efficiency,  to  take  steps  which  shall  preserve  order 
within  and  on  the  confines  of  your  kingdom.  But  I  shall 
repudiate  and  denounce  the  expenditure  of  every  shilling, 
the  engagement  of  every  man,  the  employment  of  every  ship 
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which  has  no  object  but  intermeddling  in  the  affairs  of  other 
countries,  and  endeavouring’  to  extend  the  boundaries  of  an 
Empire  which  is  already  large  enough  to  satisfy  the  greatest 
ambition,  and  I  fear  is  much  too  large  for  the  highest  states¬ 
manship  to  which  any  man  has  yet  attained. 

The  most  ancient  of  profane  historians  has  told  us  that  the 
Scythians  of  his  time  were  a  very  warlike  people,  and  that 
they  elevated  an  old  cimeter  upon  a  platform  as  a  symbol  of 
Mars,  for  to  Mars  alone,  I  believe,  they  built  altars  and 
offered  sacrifices.  To  this  cimeter  they  offered  sacrifices  of 
horses  and  cattle,  the  main  wealth  of  the  country,  and  more 
costly  sacrifices  than  to  all  the  rest  of  their  gods.  I  often 
ask  myself  whether  we  are  at  all  advanced  in  one  respect 
beyond  those  Scythians.  What  are  our  contributions  to  charity, 
to  education,  to  morality,  to  religion,  to  justice,  and  to  civil 
government,  when  compared  with  the  wealth  we  expend  in 
sacrifices  to  the  old  cimeter  ?  Two  nights  ago  I  addressed  in 
this  hall  a  vast  assembly  composed  to  a  great  extent  of  your 
countrymen  who  have  no  political  power,  who  are  at  work 
from  the  dawn  of  the  day  to  the  evening,  and  who  have  there¬ 
fore  limited  means  of  informing  themselves  on  these  great 
subjects.  Now  I  am  privileged  to  speak  to  a  somewhat 
different  audience.  You  represent  those  of  your  great  com¬ 
munity  who  have  a  more  complete  education,  who  have  on 
some  points  greater  intelligence,  and  in  whose  hands  reside 
the  power  and  influence  of  the  district.  I  am  speaking,  too, 
within  the  hearing  of  those  whose  gentle  nature,  whose  finer 
instincts,  whose  purer  minds,  have  not  suffered  as  some  of  us 
have  suffered  in  the  turmoil  and  strife  of  life.  You  can  mould 
opinion,  you  can  create  political  power, — you  cannot  think  a 
good  thought  on  this  subject  and  communicate  it  to  your 
neighbours, — you  cannot  make  these  points  topics  of  discus¬ 
sion  in  your  social  circles  and  more  general  meetings,  without 
affecting  sensibly  and  speedily  the  course  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  your  country  will  pursue.  May  I  ask  you,  then,  to 
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believe,  as  I  do  most  devoutly  believe,  that  the  moral  law  was 
not  written  for  men  alone  in  their  individual  character,  but 
that  it  was  written  as  well  for  nations,  and  for  nations  great 
as  this  of  which  we  are  citizens.  If  nations  reject  and  deride 
that  moral  law,  there  is  a  penalty  which  will  inevitably  follow. 
It  may  not  come  at  once,  it  may  not  come  in  our  lifetime; 
but,  rely  upon  it,  the  great  Italian  is  not  a  poet  only,  but  a 
prophet,  when  he  says, — 

1  The  sword  of  heaven  is  not  in  haste  to  smite, 

Nor  yet  doth  linger.’ 

We  have  experience,  we  have  beacons,  we  have  landmarks 
enough.  We  know  what  the  past  has  cost  us,  we  know  how 
much  and  how  far  we  have  wandered,  but  we  are  not  left 
without  a  guide.  It  is  true  we  have  not,  as  an  ancient  people 
had,  Urim  and  Thummim— those  oraculous  gems  on  Aaron's 
breast — from  which  to  take  counsel,  but  we  have  the  un¬ 
changeable  and  eternal  principles  of  the  moral  law  to  guide 
us,  and  only  so  far  as  we  walk  by  that  guidance  can  we  be 
permanently  a  great  nation,  or  our  people  a  happy  people. 


FINANCIAL  POLICY. 

THE  FINANCIAL  POLICY  OF  THE  LATE  GOVERNMENT. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  JULY  21,  1859. 

From  Hansard. 

TMr.  Disraeli  took  occasion  to  give  an  elaborate  defence  of  the  financial  policy 
'  of  the  late  Government,  and  to  criticise  the  position  which  the  income-tax 
assumed  in  the  scheme  of  the  existing  Administration.  He  recommended 
that  the  additional  income-tax,  instead  of  being  collected  m  six  months, 
should  be  extended  over  a  year.  But  he  assumed  that  the  public  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  country  could  not  be  diminished.  It  was  to  this  point  especially 
that  Mr.  Bright  directed  himself.  When  the  report  of  this  speech  arrived 
in  Paris,  it  attracted  the  attention  of  M.  Chevalier,  the  distinguished  French 
Economist.  He  wrote  at  once  to  Mr.  Cobden,  expressing  his  belief  that  a 
Commercial  Treaty  between  England  and  France  might  be  negotiated,  and 
urged  him  to  come  to  Paris  during  the  autumn  to  make  the  attempt. 
Mr  Cobden  went  to  Paris  during  the  autumn,  having  received  the  sanction 
of  the  leading  Members  of  the  Government,  and  sought  an  interview  with 
the  Emperor  of  the  French.  Negotiations  were  at  once  entered  into,  and 
the  Treaty  of  Commerce  with  France  was  the  result.  This  was  the  crowning 
labour  of  the  public  life  of  Mr.  Cobden,  and  with  it  his  name  and  fame  will 

be  for  ever  associated.] 

I  m  not  sorry  that  I  had  the  opportunity  of  hearing  the 
speech  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  before  I  was  per¬ 
mitted  to  address  the  House.  I  am  sure  the  House  will 
understand  me  when  I  say  that  I  have  listened  to  large 
portions  of  his  speech,  and  of  that  of  his  predecessor  m  office, 
with  great  satisfaction.  As  far  as  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
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opposite  (Mr.  Disraeli)  is  concerned,  I  think  that  my  lion. 
Friend  the  Member  for  Rochdale  (Mr.  Cobden),  myself,  and 
others  who  have  generally  acted  with  us,  may  consider  him  a 
convert  to  the  views  which  we  have  very  often  expressed  in 
this  House.  I  recollect  that  Sir  Robert  Peel  on  one  occasion 
made  a  speech  of  very  much  the  same  tenor,  and  lion.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite  charged  him  with  being  a  convert  to  our  views. 

I  believe  tliat  any  man  of  intellect  and  genius  who  may  lead 
that  party  to  which,  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  belongs,  and 
none  other  can  lead  it  with  any  success,  will,  as  time  rolls  on, 
more  and  more  adopt  those  principles  of  political  economy 
and  of  foreign  policy  which  we  have  felt  it  our  duty  to 
propound  to  the  House  and  the  country. 

The  speech  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for 
Bucks  (and,  in  fact,  also  that  of  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer),  was  a  speech  upon  two  subjects,  the  first  part 
being  devoted  to  finance,  and  the  second  to  the  question  of 
foreign  policy ;  and  perhaps  the  House  will  allow  me  to  make 
a  few  observations  in  the  same  order.  The  budget  of  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  has,  I  think,  met  with  general 
satisfaction — at  least  with  as  much  satisfaction  as  generally 
falls  to  the  lot  of  unpleasant  propositions  of  this  nature  ;  but 
I  may  say  for  myself  that  whatever  approbation  of  it  I  have 
to  express  arises  from  the  fact  that  it  is  a  proposition  confined 
to  a  single  year,  and  that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  himself  has 
suggested  to  the  House  that  next  year  it  will  be  necessary  to 
take  a  general  and  more  comprehensive  review  of  the  whole 
question  of  our  finances  and  taxation. 

I  shall,  if  the  House  will  permit  me,  state  one  or  two 
reasons  why  I  feel  particular  satisfaction  at  the  temporary 
nature  of  the  plan  which  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  pro¬ 
posed.  I  believe  that,  notwithstanding  all  that  Chancellors 
of  the  Exchequer  may  say  with  regard  to  the  advantages  of 
the  income-tax,  it  is  as  hateful  as  ever  it  has  been  to  the 
people,  and  T  believe  it  to  be  hateful  chiefly  because  it  is 
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unjust.  I  shall  not  now  enter  into  the  question  which  has 
been  so  often  debated,,  whether  the  tax  ought  to  continue  to 
be  levied  at  the  same  rate  upon  fixed  and  precarious  incomes, 
because  I  think  that,  whatever  we  may  say,  every  one  feels 
that  there  is  a  fixed  injustice  and  a  fixed  wrong  which  it  is 
utterly  impossible  that  you  should  ever  work  out  of  the  minds 
of  the  people  of  this  country  by  whom  the  tax  is  paid.  Just 
before  coming  into  the  House  I  had  in  the  lobby  an  interview 
with  some  gentlemen  who  have  come  up  to  town  to  protest 
against  the  continuance  of  this  injustice.  I  made  this  answer 
to  their  representations  :  ‘  I  agree  with  you  entirely.  I  think 
the  tax  odious  beyond  all  others  that  I  know  of,  and  odious 
beyond  all  others  because  it  is  unjust  beyond  all  others ;  and 
I  will  never  consent  that  in  its  present  shape  it  should  be 
made  a  permanent  tax.  But  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
proposes  it  for  one  year,  under  an  'emergency  which  some 
people  suppose  to  have  arisen.  Therefore,  I  am  obliged  to 
consent  to  it  this  year ;  but  if  I  am  here  next  year,  and  any 
proposition  is  made  for  its  continuance  in  its  present  shape,  it 
shall  receive  no  countenance  from  me/ 

But  there  is  another  ground  on  which  I  should  have  to 
object  to  this  tax,  and  at  which  I  will  now  only  just  hint.  It 
is  not  a  pleasant  view  of  the  case  for  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite 
or  for  those  whom  they  chiefly  represent.  When  the  time 
comes  I  am  prepared  to  show  that  the  income-tax  presses 
upon  all  capital  employed  in  shops  or  manufactures  with 
double  the  weight  that  it  does  upon  that  which  is  employed 
strictly  in  the  cultivation  of  the  land.  I  am  sure  that  hon. 
Gentlemen  opposite  will  see  the  injustice  in  one  particular 
namely,  that  farmers  in  England,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  pay 
on  a  rate  of  income  calculated  upon  half  their  rent,  while 
farmers  in  Scotland  pay  only  upon  an  income  calculated  upon 
one-third  of  their  rent.  I  know  no  reason  for  differences  of 
that  kind.  I  do  not  think  they  should  exist.  You  may 
tolerate  them  for  a  single  year — we  can  tolerate  a  great  deal 
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if  we  think  it  necessary  to  maintain  the  honour  or  interests  of 
the  country,  or  even  for  the  convenience  of  Parliament  at 
times — but  you  cannot  tolerate  them  as  representing  the 
permanent  settlement  of  a  question  in  taxation. 

There  is  another  ground  upon  which  I  should  wholly  object 
to  the  course  which  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  is  taking 
if  he  was  making  his  arrangement  for  more  than  a  year,  and 
in  adverting  to  this  I  must  call  his  attention  to  measures  of 
great  importance,  which  were  much  boasted  of  at  the  time, 
and  to  which  he  prevailed  upon  Parliament  to  assent  in  the 
year  1853.  I  hold  that,  whatever  be  our  taxes — let  us  have 
50,000,000 l.,  or  70,000,0001 l.,  or  1 00,000 pool,  a-year  and  I 
know  not  hut  we  may  live  to  see  taxation  grow  up  to 
100,000,000^.  a-year  as  heedlessly  as  we  have  seen  it  grow  up 
to  70,000,000 1. — whatever  he  the  amount  of  our  taxes,  let  us 
endeavour  to  do  honestly  by  our  countrymen ;  not  pressing 
the  poor,  whether  our  taxes  be  heavy  or  light  in  the  mam ; 
laying  them  on  with  a  stronger  and  more  resolute  hand  upon 
property,  but  in  dealing  with  property,  dealing  just  as 
honestly  with  its  owners  as  we  should  deal  with  the  poorest 
subjects  of  the  realm.  I  take  the  taxes  on  successions  of 
every  kind — probate-duty,  legacy-duty,  and  the  tax  levied 
under  the  Act  of  1853 — to  be  strictly  in  their  nature 
property  taxes.  They  are  taxes  which  are  collected  or 
intended  to  be  collected  as  part  of  every  man’s  possessions 
and  property  which  change  hands  on  the  death  of  their  owner. 
Those  who  are  poor — those  whose  means  are  nothing — of 
whom  there  are  unfortunately  many  in  this  country — who 
make  no  wills,  for  whom  no  one  takes  out  letters  of  adminis¬ 
tration,  who  have  nothing  to  leave  as  a  fortune  or  a  little 
property  to  their  children,  are  not  directly  interested  in  this 
matter ;  but  all  other  classes  of  society  are  directly  interested 
in  it ;  and  I  say  that,  whether  a  man  be  employed  in  manu¬ 
factures,  or  have  property  in  land,  in  the  Funds,  or  in  Stocks 
and  shares  of  any  kind,  he  lias  a  fair  right  to  appeal  to  this 
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House  that  in  the  imposition  of  taxes  of  this  nature  there 
should  he  the  most  just  regard  that  is  possible  for  the  interests 
of  all  those  whom  the  law  is  intended  to  affect. 

I  shall  tell  the  House  in  a  few  words  of  what  I  complain, 
and  what  I  shall  move  next  year  before  anything  be  done  to 
re-impose  the  income-tax.  The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
in  his  budget  speech  of  1853,  where  he  introduced  that  not 
very  welcome  guest  to  lion.  Members  opposite,  the  succession- 
tax,  adverted  to  the  probate-duty,  which  he  said  ought  fairly 
to  be  levied  upon  all  kinds  of  property,  and  not  confined  to 
one  description  alone.  The  lion.  Member  for  Lambeth  (Mr. 
W.  Williams)  has  brought  that  duty  repeatedly  before  the 
House,  and  has  shown  that  40,000,000/.  or  50,000,000/.,  if 
not  more,  have  been  paid  into  the  Exchequer  by  taxes  upon 
probates  and  legacies,  all  of  which  has  been  collected  by 
taxes  011  personal  property,  but  from  which  real  and  fieeliold 
property  has  been  entirely  exempted.  I  do  not  believe  that 
any  hon.  Gentleman  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  House  feels 
that  there  ought  to  be  this  gross  inequality.  The  probate- 
duty  in  1858  raised  to  the  Exchequer  a  sum  of  1,338,000 /., 
and  next  session  I  shall  ask  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
why  it  is  not  extended,  as  it  ought  to  be,  to  all  property 
which  passes  by  death  from  one  owner  to  another. 

It  was  curious  to  observe  that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
in  his  speech  the  other  night— it  was  not  quite  so  long  as 
one  he  made  before,  but  it  was  none  the  worse  for  that— 
did  not  refer  to  what  was  said  to  be  the  greatest  effort  of 
his  financial  genius.  In  1853  everybody  said  there  never 
was  such  a  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer.  He  persuaded  the 
country  gentlemen  to  pass  a  Bill  which  inflicted  upon  them, 
as  they  allege,  the  very  same  succession-duty  as  the  law 
imposed  upon  personal  property.  What  did  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  say  upon  that  occasion?  He  calculated  that  111 
the  following  year,  1854,  the  succession-tax  would  produce 
500,000/.  to  the  Exchequer ;  in  1  855  an  additional  700,000/. ; 
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in  1856  an  additional  400,000/.;  and  in  1857  an  additional 
400,000/.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  he  anticipated  the  annual 
produce  of  this  tax  to  amount  in  1857  to  2,000,000 /.  If 
his  calculation  had  turned  out  to  he  correct,  the  succession  - 
duty  would  have  yielded  up  to  the  present  time  no  less  a 
sum  than  9,300,000/.  What  has  been  the  actual  result  ? 
I  cannot  give  the  exact  figures,  because  the  Board  of  Inland 
Revenue  say  they  cannot  separate  that  which  has  been 
received  from  the  succession-tax  of  1853  from  that  which  has 
been  received  from  the  old  legacy-duty.  But,  adopting  the 
mode  which  was  pursued  by  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
the  other  night,  I  can  inform  the  House  that  the  legacy-duty 
in  1852,  before  the  succession- tax  came  into  existence,  pro¬ 
duced  1,380,000/.,  whereas  the  legacy  and  succession  duties 
combined  yielded  in  1859  the  sum  of  2,211,000/.,  being  an 
increase  of  831,000/.  From  that  sum,  however,  I  must 
deduct  the  increase  of  the  ancient  legacy-duty  in  the  interval 
between  1853  and  1859,  and  I  ought  also  to  deduct  some¬ 
thing,  but  unfortunately  I  have  no  means  of  ascertaining 
what,  for  that  description  of  property  which  the  Chancellor 
of  the  Exchequer  in  1853  called  rateable  property,  and  which 
he  withdrew  from  the  legacy-duty,  and  put  under  the  sue- 
cession-tax  at  a  much  smaller  amount.  Passing  that  by, 
however,  and  deducting  only  50,000 /.  for  the  increase  of  the 
old  legacy-duty,  I  find  that  the  succession-tax,  from  which 
the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  expected  two  years  ago  to 
receive  2,000,000 /.  a-year,  brought  in  last  year  no  more 
than  781,000/. 

How  came  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  he  that  under¬ 
stands  his  business  so  well,  to  make  so  grievous  a  mistake  as 
this  ?  I  shall  tell  the  House  how  it  was.  It  is  an  odd  thine1 
that  he  could  make  such  a  mistake,  but  it  is  still  more  odd 
how  any  one  could  be  taken  in  by  such  a  mistake  when  made. 
The  tax  was  not  what  it  pretended  to  be ;  it  was  not  a  succes¬ 
sion-tax  upon  the  value  of  property  passing  from  one  person 
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to  another,  hut  something  very  different ;  and  the  Chancellor 
of  the  Exchequer,  while  he  undertook  to  adjust  a  great  in¬ 
equality,  established  another  just  as  great  and  as  offensive. 

I  do  not  blame  him  for  what  he  did ;  perhaps  it  was  all  he 
could  do  at  the  time ;  hut  surely  he  was  deficient  in  acuteness 
when  he  supposed  that  his  new  tax  would  in  1857  produce 
2,000,000 /.,  whereas  in  1859  if  yielded  only  781,000/.  How 
the  tax  has  been  so  unproductive  is  easily  explained.  If  a  man 
dies  and  leaves  10,000/.,  which  is  in  the  Funds,  or  in  the 
North-Western  Railway,  or  in  ships,  or  in  machinery,  or 
employed  in  trade — what  is  done  in  reference  to  that  10,000/.? 

I  null  take  the  case  of  the  10  per  cent,  duty— that  is  where 
there  is  no  kindred  ;  10,000/.  left  by  one  man  to  another, 
where  there  is  no  relationship,  would  have  to  pay  a  tax  of 
1000/.  to  the  Exchequer.  But,  supposing  the  1 0,000/.  were 
invested  in  land,  or  in  that  rateable  property  which  is  the  new 
distinction  that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  establishes,  what 
would  be  the  result?  Take  two  men,  one  twenty-two  and  the 
other  eighty  years  of  age.  You  would  find  that  the  Inland 
Revenue  Board  would  turn  to  a  table,  which  would  saj  the 
man  of  eighty  lias  a  life  worth  three  or  four  years  only,  and 
the  man  of  twenty-two  has  a  life  worth  twenty  or  twenty-five 
years ;  and  they  would  then  take  the  income  from  the 
10,000/.  and  multiply  it  by  the  number  of  years  supposed  to 
remain  to  the  young  man  and  to  the  old  man,  and  thus  come 
to  the  sum  on  which  each  would  have  to  pay. 

I  was  fortunate  enough  to  have  a  small  property  left  to  me 
by  a  person  of  whom  I  had  no  knowledge.  I  never  saw  him. 
He  was  an  old  gentleman,  a  great  friend  of  peace,  and  opposed 
to  the  Russian  war,  and  seeing  that  my  hon.  Friend  the 
Member  for  Rochdale  and  myself  were  very  strenuous  in  our 
opposition  to  that  war,  he  did  what  was  in  his  power  to 
mark  his  opinion  of  the  course  we  had  taken.  I  sold  the 
property  for  1400/,  or  1500/.;  and  when  I  came  to  pay 
my  legacy-duty — that  is,  the  succession-tax— I  was  greatly 
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astonished  at  the  small  sum  I  had  to  pay.  My  age  was 
taken;  an  estimate  of  the  annual  value  of  the  property 
was  made ;  and  I  was  told  that  I  had  to  pay  something 
like  40 1.  or  50 1.  If  the  property  had  been  in  the  Funds, 
or  invested  in  any  other  of  the  modes  to  which  I  have 
referred,  I  should  have  had  to  pay  140/.  at  least.  Take  the 
case  of  an  lion.  Gentleman  on  this  side  of  the  House  who 
has  been  more  fortunate  than  myself.  A  property  worth 
32,000 l.  was  left  to  him  by  a  person  who  was  not  a  blood 
relation.  If  it  had  been  in  the  Funds,  or  in  ships,  or  in  rail¬ 
ways,  or  employed  in  trade,  the  succession-duty  would  have 
amounted  to  3200 l.  What  did  he  pay?  He  is  not  an  old 
man— younger  probably  than  the  average  of  Members  in  this 
House — and  yet,  upon  the  property  being  valued  and  a  calcu¬ 
lation  made  of  the  number  of  years  he  might  live,  he  found 
that  he  had  to  pay,  not  3200 l.,  but  jool.  Is  it  consistent  with 
fairness — with  our  personal  honour — for,  after  all,  that  is  a 
quality  which  enters  into  these  questions — with  our  duty  to 
the  public,  that  we,  sitting  here  as  a  representative  body, 
should  take  one  class  of  property,  the  most  solid  and  durable, 
attracting  to  it  the  largest  social  and  political  advantages, 
having  in  it  the  greatest  certainty  of  accumulation  and  im¬ 
provement  from  the  general  improvement  in  the  condition  of 
the  people,  and  charge  it  to  the  extent  of  700 L,  while  at  the 
same  time  we  impose  3200k  upon  another  class  of  property 
not  more  valuable  and  far  more  fleeting  in  its  character  ? 

I  think  the  reason  why  I  should  object  to  a  permanent 
re-imposition  of  the  income-tax  will  now  be  obvious  to  the 
House.  I  should  object  to  it  with  all  the  force  I  am  capable 
of  until  the  taxes  which  now  exist  are  put  on  a  satisfactory 
and  honest  footing,  so  that  every  man  and  every  description 
of  property  may  be  called  upon  by  the  State  in  its  just  pro¬ 
portion  to  support  the  burdens  and  the  necessities  of  the 
State.  I  do  not  intend  beyond  this  to  refer  to  the  proposition 
which  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  has  made.  I  have 
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only  now  referred  to  it  that  I  may  lay  the  ground  for  the 
course  which  I  shall  take  in  another  session  of  Parliament, 
if  this  question  comes  before  the  House  again;  and  I  believe 
that  this  course  will  he  sanctioned  by  a  large  number  of 
Members  here,  and  will  meet  with  almost  unanimous  ap¬ 
proval  from  all  the  honest  men  who  are  taxpayers  in  the 
kingdom. 

But  this  question  of  the  mode  of  levying  taxes  is  apart 
from  a  very  serious  question  referred  to  by  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman— -that  of  our  growing  and  frightful  expenditure. 
The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  said,  and  very  justly,  that 
up  to  1 853  in  the  great  departments  of  the  expenditure  there 
had  been  no  great  increase  for  many  years.  I  confess  that, 
although  I  have  been  protesting  session  after  session  against 
this  growing  expenditure,  I  was  not  fully  aware  of  the 
enormous  increase  which  has  taken  place  until  I  compared 
the  present  year  with-  1853  and  some  preceding  years.  I 
find  that  in  1853,  on  the  estimate  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman, 
the  expenditure  was  only  50,782,000 /.,  while  the  expendi¬ 
ture  in  the  current  year  is  69,207,000/.  The  House  must 
bear  in  mind  that  this  is  somewhat  of  an  unfair  picture, 
because  since  1853  there  has  been  a  sum  of  money  charged 
to  the  expenditure  which  formerly  went  in  the  collection  of 
the  revenue.  Making  every  allowance,  however,  for  the 
4,740,000/.  which  is  disposed  of  in  this  way,  the  expendituie 
has  positively  increased  in  the  interval  by  13,685,000/.  The 
right  hon.  Gentleman  opposite  (Mr.  Disraeli)  was  not,  I 
think,  quite  correct  in  his  statement  respecting  the  Mis¬ 
cellaneous  Estimates;  but  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
great  and  serious  item  in  our  outgoings  is  that  of  armaments, 
for  I  find  that  the  military  and  naval  expenditure  of  the 
country  has  risen  from  17,000,000/.  in  1853  to  upwards  of 
26,000,000/.  in  i860. 

Now,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  House  two  or  three  quiet, 
serious  questions,  on  this  matter.  The  hon.  Member  sitting 
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here  just  now  (Sir  Charles  Napier),  who  commanded  the 
Baltic  fleet,  and  who  represents  the  borough  of  Southwark,  has 
left  his  place,  and  I  am  very  sorry  for  it,  because  I  should 
have  liked  to  ask  him  two  or  three  questions.  Does  the 
House  believe  that  we  are  now  more  or  less  safe  from  a  foreign 
war,  and  particularly  from  an  invasion  of  this  country,  than 
we  were  in  1853?  We  have  men — the  right  lion.  Gentleman 
has  referred  to  them  —  who  are  afflicted  with  a  periodical 
panic.  There  is  no  complaint,  I  believe,  so  incurable  as  that. 
One  fit  begets  another,  and  every  fit  seems  so  to  enfeeble  the 
constitution  of  the  patient  that  each  succeeding  attack  be¬ 
comes  more  alarming  than  the  last.  We  have  two  or  three 
newspapers  in  this  city,  which  appear  to  suffer  in  this  waj^. 
One,  which  is  supposed  to  represent  a  particular  trading 
interest,  pours  forth  from  day  to  day,  from  week  to  week, 
from  month  to  month — I  know  not  at  whose  instigation,  I 
know  not  if  at  the  instigation  of  any  man  save  the  editor — 
the  most  foolish  but  the  most  hitter  invectives  against  the 
French  Government,  and  by  that  means  against  the  French 
nation.  I  say  against  the  French  nation,  because  I  hold  that, 
no  matter  whether  we  approve  the  Government  now  existing 
in  France  or  not,  if  we  had  such  a  Government,  and  some 
foreign  nation  through  its  press  were  constantly  insulting 
that  Government,  we  should  take  not  a  small  portion  of  those 
insults  to  ourselves,  and  we  should  become  proportionately 
irritated  against  that  nation. 

Take  another  paper,  the  Times,  which,  unfortunately  and 
untruly,  is  believed  on  the  Continent  to  represent  the  opinions 
of  the  English  people.  Who  is  there  on  that  paper — let  him 
stand  forward  if  there  he  such  a  man — who  has  a  hitter  per¬ 
sonal  animosity  against  the  Emperor  of  the  French?  Day 
after  day,  every  form  into  which  the  English  language  can 
he  pressed  is  made  use  of  for  the  purpose  of  stirring  up  the 
bitterest  animosity  between  two  of  the  greatest  nations  on  the 
face  of  the  earth.  Have  these  men  published  letters  from 
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Italy  in  vain  ?  Have  they  told  us  of  acres  ol  bloody  and 
mangled  human  bodies  over  which  guns  have  been  dragged 
and  cavalry  have  galloped— have  they  told  us  of  such  scenes 
until  a  shudder  has  passed,  I  may  almost  say,  through 
universal  human  nature — and  yet  have  they  learnt  for  one 
single  moment  to  restrain  that  animosity  which,  if  it  con¬ 
tinues  many  months  long-er,  will  place  it  beyond  the  power  of 
this  or  any  Government  to  prevent  our  being  embroiled  in 
a  war  with  France  ? 

And  it  is  not  only  the  Member  for  Southwark  and  such 
as  he,  it  is  not  only  the  editors  of  newspapers,  who  suffer 
from  and  create  these  panics ;  hut  go  into  another  and 
wdiat  is  generally  supposed  to  he  a  higher  place,  and  what 
do  you  find  there  ?  Why,  you  hear  some  aged  Peer  turning 
hack  as  it  were  to  the  convictions  and  the  facts  of  his  early 
youth,  and  delivering  speeches  which  might  have  been 
somewhat  in  character  with  the  barbarism  of  sixty  y ears  ago, 
hut  which  are  very  unfit  for  our  time  and  for  our  opinions. 
We  find  another  Peer  [f  Order  !  ’] — another  Gentleman,  then, 
making  a  speech.  I  believe  I  am  transgressing  by  the  mention 
of  certain  things  which  are  too  sacred  for  allusion  here;  hut 
really  I  do  not  wish  to  go  into  detail  and  point  to  particular 
persons  in  connection  with  this  matter.  What  I  say  is,  that 
throughout  Europe  every  intelligent  man  who  reads  speeches 
of  that  character,  whether  made  in  this  House  or  in  another 
place,  can  only  arrive  at  one  conclusion,  thoroughly  false  as 
I  believe  in  my  conscience  it  would  be — namely,  that  these 
persons  represent  a  very  large  amount  of  public  opinion  in 
this  country,  and  that  we  have  forgotten  the  disasters  and  the 
ruin  entailed  by  the  great  Revolutionary  War  of  which  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  has  spoken,  and  are  ready  to 
engage  in  another  conflict  of  equal  duration  and  equal  cost  in 
blood  and  treasure,  with  a  result  as  utterly  bootless  to  England 
and  to  Europe. 

Look  at  our  position  with  regard  to  France  at  this  moment. 
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One  of  our  wars  is  just  over.  I  do  not  know  that  X  use  the  exact 
words  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  opposite,  but  I  agree  with 
him  that  there  can  he  no  peace  in  Italy  between  those  two 
great  Powers  which  can  compare  for  evil  with  the  war  which 
that  peace  has  terminated.  When  I  read  of  peace  being  con¬ 
cluded,  I  felt  as  if  I  could  breathe  more  freely  since  the  species 
to  which  I  belong  is  no  longer  engaged  in  the  fiend-like 
destruction  of  its  fellow-creatures.  What  do  we  now  find  in 
the  Manifesto  of  the  Emperor  of  the  French  just  received  in 
this  country  ?  He  said  he  discovered — I  am  not  now  using 
his  exact  words — that  he  was  making  war  against  the  mind  of 
Europe.  That  is  a  most  important  and  valuable  admission, 
and  I  only  wish  the  Emperor  had  found  this  out  three  or  six 
months  ago.  He  says,  further,  that  the  war  was  assuming 
dimensions  with  which  the  interests  which  France  had  in  the 
struggle  were  not  commensurate.  I  am  surprised  that  a  man 
reputed  to  be  so  acute  did  not  perceive  that  he  would  he 
exposed  to  this  great  danger  before  he  entered  upon  the  war. 
But  the  two  admissions  made  in  this  remarkable  and  memorable 
address  prove  to  me  that  the  suspicions  which  have  been  so 
studiously  raised  in  this  country  as  to  the  future  objects  of 
the  Emperor  of  the  French  are  altogether  unfounded.  I  do 
not  believe  it  possible  for  either  the  Emperor  of  the  French 
or  the  Emperor  of  Austria  to  have  returned  home  with  all 
those  scenes  of  horror,  such  as  we  have  read  of,  flitting  before 
their  eyes,  and  I  hope  before  their  consciences,  and  to  be  now 
prepared  to  enter  into  another  struggle — least  of  all  a  struggle 
with  a  nation  like  ours,  containing  30,000,000  of  united 
people,  the  most  powerful,  the  richest,  and,  all  things  con¬ 
sidered,  perhaps  the  best  satisfied  with  their  Government  of 
any  nation  in  Europe. 

Besides  this,  have  they  not  learnt  something  from  the  im¬ 
provements  effected  in  weapons  of  warfare,  and  the  increased 
destructiveness  of  life  of  which  those  weapons  are  now  capable? 
They  see  now  how  costly  war  is  in  money,  how  destructive  in 
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human  life.  Success  in  war  no  longer  depends  on  those 
circumstances  that  formerly  decided  it.  Soldiers  used  to  look 
down  on  trade,  and  machine-making  was,  with  them,  a 
despised  craft.  No  stars  or  garters,  no  ribbons  or  baubles 
bedecked  the  makers  and  workers  of  machinery.  But  what  is 
war  becoming  now  ?  It  depends,  not  as  heretofore,  on  indi¬ 
vidual  bravery,  on  the  power  of  a  maids  nerves,  the  keenness 
of  his  eye,  the  strength  of  his  body,  or  the  power  of  his  soul, 
if  one  may  so  speak ;  but  it  is  a  mere  mechanical  mode  of 
slaughtering  your  fellow-men.  This  sort  of  thing  cannot 
last.  It  will  break  down  by  its  own  weight.  Its  costli¬ 
ness,  its  destructiveness,  its  savagery  will  break  it  down; 
and  it  remains  but  for  some  Government— I  pray  that 
it  may  be  ours  ! — to  set  the  great  example  to  Europe  of  pro¬ 
posing  a  mutual  reduction  of  armaments.  Our  policy  m  past 
times— and  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  did  not  go  so  far  into 
this  question  as  I  could  have  wished — has  been  one  of  pei- 
petual  meddling,  with  perpetually  no  result  except  that  which 
is  evil.  We  have  maintained  great  armaments,  not,  I  sincerely 
believe,  because  we  wanted  to  conquer  or  to  annex  any  territory 
in  Europe,  but  in  order  that  whenever  anything  happens  in 
Europe  we  may  negotiate,  intervene,  advise,  do  something  or 
other  becoming  what  is  called  the  dignity  of  this  great 
country. 

Do  not  you  suppose  this  is  precisely  the  language  of  the 
French  Emperor  at  this  moment?  The  Emperor  of  the 
French  builds  great  fleets  because  you  build  great  fleets ;  and 
then  you  build  greater  fleets  because  he  builds  great  fleets. 
What  does  France  want  with  great  fleets.''  Precisely  that 
which  you  have  always  wanted  with  yours.  If  there  be  any 
disturbance  between  any  countries  in  Europe,  do  you  not  think 
it  would  be  beneath  the  dignity  of  France  not  to  take  a  part 
in  it,  and,  taking  a  paid  in  it,  not  to  take  a  part  with  that  in¬ 
fluence  and  success  which  becomes  a  great  country  like  France  ? 
And,  therefore,  without  wishing  any  more  than  England 
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wishes  to  make  conquests  or  to  annex  territory,  France  wishes 
to  have  great  influence  in  Europe  because  it  suits  its  dignity, 
and  will  add  to  the  glory  and  historical  renown  of  its 
Emperor.  Well,  now,  that  is  exactly  the  position  in  which 
we  are,  and  we  have  no  more  right  to  blame  the  Emperor  of 
the  French  than  he  has  a  right  to  blame  us.  We  are  both  very 
silly,  and  I  hope,  from  what  I  have  heard  to-night,  that  at 
last  we  on  our  side  the  water  are  beginning  to  find  this  out. 

I  shall  not  go  into  the  question  whether  we  are  really  about 
to  he  invaded.  I  am  told  that  so  much  has  been  said  about  it 
that  the  French  really  believe  we  are  making  this  outcry  to 
cover  our  designs  of  invading  them.  I  saw  a  letter  in  one  of 
their  newspapers  this  morning'  in  which  it  is  stated  that  from 
Dunkirk  to  some  other  town  there  are  mounds  and  fortifica¬ 
tions  and  guns  ail  ready,  though  concealed  from  the  eye  by 
grassy  hanks,  to  repress  and  to  frustrate  our  designs.  Recol¬ 
lect  that  the  French  Government  went  into  the  Russian  war 
because  they  were  anxious  to  associate  themselves  with  the 
foreign  policy  of  England.  Subsequently  they  went  into 
another  war  with  us  with  a  more  distant  nation — they  went 
into  the  war  with  China.  They  took  part  with  the  noble 
Viscount  now  at  the  head  of  the  Government  in  the  inter¬ 
ference  which  he  promoted  in  Italy  with  regard  to  Naples 
some  two  or  three  years  ago.  It  appears  to  me  that  looking 
at  it  from  every  point  of  view,  reading  the  newspapers,  and 
hearing  what  everybody  has  to  say,  if  there  he  one  thing 
which  is  more  distinctly  marked  in  the  policy  of  the  Emperor 
of  the  French  since  his  accession  to  the  throne  of  France 
than  another,  it  is  his  perpetual  anxiety,  by  every  means 
consistent  with  his  own  safety,  and  with  the  interests  as  he 
believes  of  France,  to  ally  himself  with  England  and  with  the 
foreign  policy  of  England.  Well,  if  that  be  so,  why  should 
we  perpetually  create  these  suspicions,  and  generate  in  the 
minds  of  the  people,  nine-tenths  of  whom  have  small  opportu¬ 
nity  of  ascertaining  the  facts,  alarms  which  give  colour  and 
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justification  to  this  enormous  increase  of  our  armaments,  of 
which  we  have  heard  such  loud  complaints  from  both  sides  of 
that  table  to-night  ? 

I  shall  not  go  into  the  question  of  this  Conference.  At 
the  first  view  my  opinion  would  go  very  much  with  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  (Mr.  Disraeli).  I  doubt  very  much- — indeed, 

I  ought  to  say,  I  do  not  doubt,  but  I  feel  sure — that  if 
England  is  to  g‘o  into  the  Conference  merely  to  put  its  name 
to  documents  which  are  of  no  advantage  to  Italy,  which  do 
not  engage  the  sympathies  of  this  nation,  England  had  much 
better  have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  But  there  is  another 
course  which  I  should  like  to  recommend  to  the  noble  Lord 
who  now  holds  the  seals  of  the  Foreign  Office.  I  cannot 
believe  that  Frenchmen  in  matters  of  this  nature  are  so  very 
different  from  ourselves  as  some  people  wish  to  teach  us.  I 
do  believe  that  the  36,000,000  Frenchmen  engaged  in  all  the 
honest  occupations  of  their  country,  as  our  people  are  engaged 
here,  are  as  anxious  for  perpetual  peace  with  England  as  the 
most  intelligent  and  Christian  Englishmen  can  be  for  a 
perpetual  peace  with  France.  I  believe,  too,  because  I  am 
convinced  that  it  is  his  wisest  course  and  his  truest  interest, 
that  the  Emperor  of  the  French  is  also  anxious  to  remain 
at  peace  with  us,  and  the  people  in  France  are  utterly 
amazed  and  lost  in  bewilderment  when  they  see  the  course 
taken  by  the  press,  and  by  certain  Statesmen  in  this 
country. 

With  that  belief  what  would  I  do  if  I  were  in  that 
responsible  position? — for  which,  however,  I  know  that  I  am 
thought  to  be  altogether  unfit— but  if  I  were  sitting  on  that 
bench  and  were  in  the  position  of  the  noble  Lord,  I  would  try 
to  emancipate  myself  from  those  old,  ragged,  worthless,  and 
bloody  traditions  which  are  found  in  every  pigeon-hole  and 
almost  on  every  document  in  the  Foreign  Office.  I  would 
emancipate  myself  from  all  that,  and  I  would  approach  the 
French  nation  and  the  French  Government  in  what  I  would 
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call  a  sensible,  a  moral,  and  a  Christian  spirit.  I  do  not  say 
that  I  would  send  a  special  envoy  to  Paris  to  sue  for  peace. 

I  would  not  commission  Lord  Cowley  to  make  a  great 
demonstration  of  what  he  was  about  to  do ;  but  I  would  make 
this  offer  to  the  French  Government,  and  I  would  make  it 
with  a  frankness  that  could  not  be  misunderstood ;  if  it  were 
accepted  [on  the  other  side  it  would  be  received  with  en¬ 
thusiasm  in  England,  and  would  be  marked  as  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  a  new  era  in  Europe.  I  would  say  to  the  French 
Government,  'fe  are  but  twenty  miles  apart,  the  trade 
between  us  is  nothing  like  what  it  ought  to  be,  consideung 
the  population  of  the  two  countries,  their  vast  increase  of 
productive  power,  and  their  great  wealth.  We  have  certain 
things  on  this  side,  which  now  bar  the  intercourse  between 
the  two  nations.  We  have  some  remaining  duties  which  are 
of  no  consequence  either  to  the  Revenue  or  to  Protection, 
which  everybody  has  given  up  here,  but  they  still  interrupt 
the  trade  between  you  and  us.  We  will  reconsider  these  and 
remove  them.  'We  have  also  an  extraordinarily  heavy  duty 
upon  one  of  the  greatest  products  of  the  soil  of  F  ranee  upon 
the  light  wines  of  your  country.'’  The  Chancellor  of  the  Ex¬ 
chequer,  and  perhaps  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  opposite,  may 
start  at  once,  and  say  that  involves  a  revenue  of  1,500,000/.,  or 
at  least  of  1,200,000/.  The  right  lion.  Gentleman  talked  of 
the  national  debt  being  a  flea-bite.  What  is  1,200,000/. 
what  is  1,500,000/.,  if  it  be  so  much  as  that — what  is 
2,000,000 /.  for  the  abolition  of  the  wine  duties  or  their  reduc¬ 
tion  to  a  very  low  scale,  if  by  such  an  offer  as  this  we  should 
enable  the  Emperor  of  the  French  to  do  that  which  he  is  most 
anxious  to  do  ?  The  only  persons  whom  the  French  Emperor 
cannot  cope  with  are  the  monopolists  of  his  own  country.  If 
he  could  offer  to  his  nation  30,000,000  of  the  English  people 
as  customers,  would  not  that  give  him  an  irresistible  power 
to  make  changes  in  the  French  tariff  which  would  be  as 
advantageous  to  us  as  they  would  be  to  his  own  country  ? 
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I  do  believe  tbat  if  that  were  honestly  done,  done  without  any 
diplomatic  finesse,  and  without  obstacles  being1  attached  to  it 
that  would  make  its  acceptance  impossible,  it  would  bring1 
about  a  state  of  things  which  history  would  pronounce  to  be 
glorious. 

The  tone  taken  to-night  by  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Member  for  Buckinghamshire  and  by  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  will  find  a  response  in  the 
country.  I  am  not  accustomed  to  compliment  the  noble  Lord 
at  the  head  of  the  Government.  I  have  always  condemned  the 
policy  which  I  thought  wrong,  but  which,  I  have  no  doubt, 
the  noble  Lord  thought  was  best  calculated  to  promote  the 
interests  of  the  country.  I  believe  he  was  mistaken,  and  that 
he  was  importing  into  this  century  the  politics  of  the  last; 
but  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  possible  to  select  a  Minister 
who  could  better  carry  out  a  policy  which  would  be  just 
to  France,  and  beneficial  to  ourselves,  than  the  nohle 
Lord.  Blood  shines  more,  and  attracts  the  vision  of  man 
more  than  beneficent  measures.  But  the  glory  of  such 
measures  is  far  more  lasting,  and  that  glory  the  noble  Lord 
can  achieve.  I  live  among  the  people.  I  know  their  toils 
and  their  sorrows,  and  I  see  their  pauperism— for  little  better 
than  pauperism  is  the  lot  of  vast  numbers  of  our  countrymen 
from  their  cradles  to  their  graves.  It  is  for  them  I  speak ; 
for  them  I  give  my  time  in  this  assembly ;  and  in  heartfelt 
sorrow  for  their  sufferings  I  pray  that  some  statesman  may 
take  the  steps  which  I  have  indicated.  He  who  can  establish 
such  a  state  of  things  between  France  and  England  will  do 
much  to  promote  the  future  prosperity  of  two  great  nations, 
and  will  show  that  eighteen  hundred  years  of  Christian 
professions  are  at  length  to  be  followed  by  something  like 
Christian  practice. 
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HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  JULY  6,  1860. 
From  Hansard. 


[Mr.  Gladstone’s  Budget  of  i860  provided  for  the  repeal  of  the  Paper-duty. 
This  portion  of  the  Budget  was  rejected  by  the  House  of  Lords.  Subse¬ 
quently,  a  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  was  appointed  to  inquire 
for  precedents  as  to  the  power  of  the  Lords  to  deal  with  Money  Bills.  Mr. 
Bright  served  on  that  Committee,  and  drew  up  a  report.  The  following 
speech  was  spoken  on  the  Resolutions  which  -were  submitted  to  the  House  in 
pursuance  of  the  report  ultimately  adopted  by  the  Committee.] 

I  cannot  help  being-  struck  with  an  inconsistency  in  the 
rig-ht  hon.  Gentleman  (Mr.  Horsman)  who  has  just  resumed 
his  seat.  I  am  surprised  that  he  has  not  concluded  by 
moving-  that  certain  words  in  the  first  Resolution  should  be 
omitted,  and  in  point  of  fact  that  the  declaration  which  the 
House  is  about  to  make  should  be  reversed.  That  would  be 
in  accordance  with  the  speech  of  the  rig-lit  hon.  Gentleman, 
and  with  the  sentiments  which  many  Members  opposite  have 
most  vociferously  cheered.  I  confess  I  do  not  know  what 
a  number  of  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  thought  of  the  state¬ 
ments  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  about  the  headlong, 
precipitate,  and  reckless  Budget  of  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer,  because  I  think  there  were  some  fifty  of  them 
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who  were  more  enthusiastic  supporters  of  that  Budget  than  a 
srreat  number  of  the  Members  on  this  side  of  the  House. 

I  shall  not  follow  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  in  his  endea¬ 
vours  to  support  his  theories  with  regard  to  the  extreme  value 
of  the  House  of  Lords,  nor  shall  I  attempt  to  controvert 
them,  because,  in  reality,  that  is  not  the  question  which  is 
before  the  House.  But,  if  the  House  will  permit  me,  I  will 
endeavour  to  keep  as  close  to  the  question  as  I  can,  and 
I  will  state  the  grounds  on  which  I  am  not  satisfied  with 
the  course  which  this  House  is  invited  to  take.  I  will  not 
attack  the  Resolutions  of  the  noble  Lord,  and  I  will  not 
defend  them,  for  I  am  not  responsible  for  them.  They  appear 
to  me  unworthy  of  the  occasion  which  is  before  us.  I 
think  they  bear  marks  of  having  been  prepared  by  more  than 
one  hand,  and  if  they  pass,  and  constitute  the  sole  expression 
of  our  mind  on  this  occasion,  posterity  will  hardly  fail  to 
pronounce  them  the  Resolutions  of  a  somewhat  degenerate 
House  of  Commons.  The  first  Resolution  is  a  very  good  one, 
but  it  is  very  old.  It  is  none  the  worse  for  that ;  and  I  am 
glad  the  noble  Viscount  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  endea¬ 
vour  to  amend  it.  The  other  two  Resolutions  are,  to  my 
mind,  somewhat  ambiguous  and  feeble,  and  are  not  in  their 
expression  of  what  I  believe  is  constitutional  usage,  any  more 
than  as  examples  of  composition  in  the  English  language,  to 
be  compared  to  the  first  and  oldest. 

Last  night  we  had  two  speeches  from  that  side  of  the 
House  after  long  silence — speeches  which,  I  confess,  I  heard 
with  some  surprise  and  with  some  pain.  They  appeared  to 
me  marked — to  use  a  favourite  phrase  of  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  below  me — by  great  recklessness,  and,  if  I  may  so 
speak,  with  great  levity.  Whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of 
hon.  Members  on  this  question,  it  is  not  one  to  be  treated  in 
that  manner.  It  is  a  serious  question — whether  the  powers  of 
this  House  have  been  infringed  or  not,  and  whether  the  other 
House  of  Parliament  shall  hereafter  exercise  powers  which 
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it  lias  never  heretofore  exercised.  I  confess  I  was  com¬ 
pelled  to  think  of  the  truth  we  learn  from  history,  that  there 
is  no  greater  sign  of  the  decadence  of  a  people  than  when  we 
find  the  leaders  of  parties  and  eminent  statesmen  treating 
great  questions  as  if  they  were  not  great,  and  solemn  realities 
as  if  they  were  not  real  at  all.  I  think  I  could  observe  in 
those  speeches  the  triumph  of  men  who  had  found  an  advo¬ 
cate  in  the  Prime  Minister,  whom  they  expected  to  meet  as 
an  opponent,  and  who  were  delighted  that,  acting  with  their 
confederates  in  the  other  House  of  Parliament,  they  were 
likely  to  obtain  a  signal  party  advantage. 

Is  there  anybody  who  has  denied  in  point  blank  terms,  except 
the  right  hon.  Gentleman,  that  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  course 
it  has  taken,  has  violated — I  will  not  say  the  privileges  of  this 
House,  for  privilege  is  a  word  not  easily  defined — but  has 
broken  in  upon  the  usages  of  many  centuries  old — usages 
which  our  predecessors  in  this  House  have  acknowledged  to 
be  of  the  utmost  importance  to  our  own  powers  and  to  the 
liberties  of  those  whom  we  represent  ?  If  there  was  nothing 
wrong,  then  why  was  there  a  committee  ?  The  right  hon. 
Gentleman  the  Member  for  Bucks  neglected  to  answer  that 
question.  He  made  no  opposition  at  the  time;  but  three 
weeks  afterwards  he  thinks  that  it  would  have  been  better  if 
the  committee  had  not  been  appointed.  I  will,  however, 
undertake  to  affirm  that,  when  the  noble  Viscount  proposed 
that  committee,  every  Member  of  this  House  thought  the 
proposition  a  reasonable  one.  Why  did  we  ransack  the 
journals  unless  something  had  happened  which  jarred  upon 
every  maids  sense  of  the  rights  and  privileges  of  this 
House  and  the  usages  of  the  House  of  Lords  ?  And  why, 
having  this  committee,  and  instituting  these  researches, 
have  we  these  Resolutions  moved,  not  by  a  young,  inex¬ 
perienced,  and  unknown  Member — if  any  such  there  be  in  the 
House  of  Commons — but  by  one  of  the  oldest  Members  of 
this  House,  one  of  the  ablest  statesmen  of  the  day,  and  at 
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this  moment  the  chief  Minister  of  the  Crown  ?  Surely  every 
one  will  admit  that  the  circumstances  were  such  as  to  justify 
the  course  that  was  taken  in  appointing  the  committee. 

Then  I  have  another  reason  to  give  to  lion.  Gentlemen 
opposite,  notwithstanding  their  spasmodic  cheering — I  do  not 
intend  the  word  offensively — why  we  should  have  these  very 
Resolutions  which  you  are  about  to  agree  to,  which  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Bucks,  as  far  as  I  could 
understand,  entirely  approves,  and  which  you  all  feel  delighted 
should  he  proposed  by  the  noble  Viscount,  because  they  relieve 
you  from  a  considerable  difficulty.  I  say  that  these  Reso¬ 
lutions  are  a  proof  that  the  course  which  has  been  taken  by 
the  other  House  has  been  unusual,  if  not  wrong ;  because  the 
Resolutions  by  implication  condemn  what  the  Lords  have 
done,  and  although  they  do  not  revoke  the  Act,  or  pledge 
this  House  to  any  particular  course,  yet,  when  those  Reso¬ 
lutions  come  to  be  considered,  it  will  never  be  denied  that  the 
House  of  Commons  does  by  them  express  a  unanimous 
opinion  that  the  course  which  has  been  taken  by  the  other 
House  is  contrary  to  usage,  and  is  calculated  to  excite  the 
jealousy  and  alarm  of  the  Members  of  this  House. 

I  have  been  a  member  of  that  committee,  and  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  the  University  of  Cambridge 
knows  my  opinion  of  the  committee  and  its  labours.  I  think 
that  committee  fell  wonderfully  below  its  duties — that  the 
course  which  it  pursued  was  poor  and  spiritless;  and  at  a 
future  time  when  the  course  it  has  taken  is  contrasted  with 
the  course  taken  by  the  House  of  Commons  on  previous  occa¬ 
sions,  it  will  be  justly  said  that  there  has  been  a  real  and 
melancholy  declension  in  the  spirit  of  this  House.  That 
which  I  complain  of  in  the  proceedings  of  the  committee,  I 
also  complain  of  in  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  some  hon. 
Members  have  discussed  this  question.  Half  of  the  committee 
appeared  to  me  to  go  into  that  committee  as  much  the  advo¬ 
cates  of  the  House  of  Lords  as  of  the  House  of  Commons,  and 
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I  find  that  some  Members  of  this  House  are  of  the  same 
character.  Speeches  have  been  delivered  here  that  very  few 
Members  of  the  House  of  Lords  would  make  on  this  question, 
and  I  will  undertake  to  say  that  not  one  Member  of  that 
House,  who  is  known  to  the  public  by  his  political  influence, 
legal  knowledge,  high  character,  or  extensive  learning,  would 
dare  to  make  the  speech  that  has  been  made  to-night  by  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Stroud.  I  went  into 
the  committee  with  the  utmost  frankness  in  order  that  I 
might  ascertain,  not  altogether  in  what  manner  the  Lords 
had  asserted  their  privileges,  but  what  our  predecessors  had 
done  with  regard  to  theirs.  We  have  no  right  to  let  go  one 
single  particle  of  the  privileges  and  powers  which  the  House 
of  Commons  have  gained  in  past  times ;  and  I  took  it  for 
granted  that  if  I  examined  for  some  centuries  back  the  course 
which  the  House  of  Commons  had  pursued — if  I  read  their 
Resolutions,  if  I  read  the  reasons  adduced  at  their  conferences, 
if  I  observed  the  Acts  which  they  passed,  and  the  result  of 
the  discussions  between  the  two  Houses — we  should  be  jus¬ 
tified  in  concluding  that  we  have  rights  to  maintain  for 
which  our  predecessors  have  contended. 

Now,  several  Members,  following  the  example  of  the 
committee,  have  taken  the  House  back  for  a  long  period  of 
time.  I  will  not  go  into  those  precedents  with  the  view  of 
contending  whether  they  do  or  do  not  refer  to  this  particular 
case ;  hut  the  House  will  permit  me  to  mention  two  or  three 
facts  which  I  brought  out  of  the  Journals,  and  which  con¬ 
vinced  me  that  we  should  not  take  a  sufficiently  hold  or 
decided  course  if  we  merely  agree  to  the  Resolutions  of  the 
noble  Viscount.  I  will  first  refer  to  that  very  case  which  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  the  University  of 
Cambridge  and  myself  fixed  upon  as  the  starting-point  of  our 
precedents — the  precedents  of  the  year  I4°7  >  an(^  ^  f rus^  eveiy 
hon.  Member  has  read  it,  either  in  the  translation,  or  in  the  old 
Norman- French.  It  is  worth  reading,  for  it  is  a  very  curious 
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case,  and  there  is  no  other  so  like  the  recent  action  of  the 
House  of  Lords  as  that  which  took  place  453  years  ago ; 
for  the  House  of  Lords  then  proposed  to  continue  a  tax  to 
which  the  Commons  had  not  assented,  and  the  House  of 
Commons  were  greatly  disturbed  at  the  House  of  Lords  pro¬ 
longing  a  tax  to  which  the  House  of  Commons  had  not  given 
its  assent.  We  then  made  a  great  leap,  and  from  the 
year  1407  came  down  to  the  year  1628.  We  then  found  the 
House  of  Commons  insisting  upon  the  initiation  of  Bills  of 
Supply.  They  would  not  permit  the  name  of  the  Lords  to  be 
inserted  in  the  preamble  of  a  Bill  of  Supply,  neither  would 
they  agree  to  the  compromise  that  neither  the  Lords  nor  the 
Commons  should  be  introduced,  but  that  the  High  Court  of 
Parliament  should  be  mentioned.  The  House  of  Commons 
refused  to  pass  the  Bill  in  that  shape,  and  submitted  that  the 
Commons  should  be  named  alone  in  the  grant.  This  was 
done,  and  that  has  been  the  practice  ever  since  in  the  preamble 
of  Supply  Bills. 

Then  we  come  to  1640,  when  the  House  of  Lords  were 
much  more  modest  than  they  ought, to  have  been,  according 
to  the  right  hon.  Gentleman,  who  maintains  that  they  ought 
to  check,  alter,  amend,  improve,  and  if  necessary  overthrow, 
all  the  financial  arrangements  of  the  year  that  this  House  may 
agree  to.  The  Declaration  of  1640  set  forth  that  the  Lords 
stated  at  the  Conference  that — 

‘  My  Lords  would  not  meddle  with  matters  of  subsidy,  which  belong  natur¬ 
ally  and  properly  to  you — no,  not  to  give  you  advice  therein,  but  have  utterly 
declined  it.’ 

Then  the  House  of  Lords  in  1640,  we  are  asked  to  suppose, 
knew  nothing  of  their  constitutional  rights,  and  the  House  of 
Commons  of  that  day  were  less  able  than  they  are  at  present  to 
judge  of  what  is  necessary  for  the  performance  of  their  proper 
functions  in  the  State,  and  for  the  liberties  of  those  whom  they 
represent.  Mr.  Pym  told  their  Lordships  that  they  had  not 
only  meddled  with  matters  of  Supply,  but  that  they  had 
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‘Both  concluded  the  matter  and  order  of  proceeding,  which  the  House  of 
Commons  takes  to  be  a  breach  of  their  privilege,  for  which  I  was  commanded 
to  desire  reparation  from  your  Lordships.’ 

The  Lords  made  reparation  by  declaring'  that  they  did  not 
know  they  were  breaking  a  right  of  the  Commons  in  merely 
suggesting  that  Supply  should  have  precedence  over  the 
consideration  of  grievances.  I  am  not  sure  that  even  now, 
notwithstanding  what  has  been  said,  the  House  of  Lords  have 
ever  admitted  by  any  Resolution  that  they  have  not  the 
power  to  originate  Supplies.  They  have  not  the  power,  of 
course,  to  carry  such  a  Bill,  because  if  it  came  to  this  House 
it  would  fall  down  dead,  unless  that  unhappy  time  should 
come  when  the  theories  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Member  for  Stroud  are  carried  out. 

Then  comes  the  question  of  Amendments.  The  Lords 
endeavoured  to  amend  a  Bill  of  Supply.  I  do  not  wonder 
that  they  did  so,  because  the  theories  of  the  right  hon.  Gentle¬ 
man  must  have  been  palatable  to  a  good  many  of  them. 
In  1671  it  was  proposed  not  to  continue  a  tax,  hut  to  reduce 
a  tax— the  duty  on  white  sugar.  The  Lords  proposed  to 
reduce  the  duty  from  one  penny  per  pound  to  five-eighths  of 
a  penny,  and  the  House  of  Commons  came  to  a  Resolution 
that  f  in  all  aids  given  to  the  King  by  the  Commons  the  rate 
or  tax  ought  not  to  be  altered  by  the  Lords.  A  conference 
was  held  with  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  then  declared  that  the  right  which  they  claimed  ‘  was 
a  fundamental  right,  both  as  to  the  matter,  the  measure,  and 
the  time/  Then,  what  followed  in  the  House  of  Lords  ? 
They  replied  by  the  very  same  Resolution  which  the 
House  of  Commons  had  passed  in  its  own  favour.  The 
Resolution  they  passed  asserting  their  power  to  make  Amend¬ 
ments  was  just  as  strong,  and  in  the  same  words  as  the 
Resolution  which  had  been  passed  in  a  contrary  sense  by  this 
House.  They  said,  with  reason,  f  for  if  they  cannot  amend, 
or  abate,  or  revise  a  Bill  in  Parliament  ’ — they  said  this, 
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mind,  in  answer  to  the  Commons,  who  declared  that  they 
could  not  amend,  but  might  negative  the  whole — they  said, 
cif  we  cannot  amend,  or  abate,  or  alter  in  part,  by  what  con¬ 
sequence  of  reason  can  we  enjoy  the  liberty  to  reject  the 
whole  ?} 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  the  University 
of  Dublin  last  night  showed  himself  a  most  unhappy  critic. 
He  called  our  attention  to  the  condition  of  things  in  the 
United  States.  In  fact,  he  proved  himself — only  he  did  not 
exactly  understand  what  he  was  saying — he  showed  himself 
to  be  strongly  in  favour  of  Americanizing  our  institutions  in 
one  respect.  He  said  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  has  the 
power  not  only  of  rejecting  but  of  amending — which  is  quite 
true.  When  the  founders  of  the  American  Republic  were 
binding  together  the  thirteen  sovereign  States  in  one  great 
— and  to  be  still  greater — combination,  they  looked  back 
naturally  to  the  practice  of  the  country  from  which  they  were 
separating,  to  determine,  or  at  least  to  learn,  something  from 
our  Parliamentary  practice.  They  found  that  in  England 
the  Lords  could  not  begin  Money  Bills,  could  not  alter  or 
amend  them  ;  but  that  theoretically — because  the  matter  had 
never  been  decided— theoretically  they  had  power  to  reject. 
But,  then,  what  was  the  conclusion  which  they  came  to  ? 
They  said  the  very  same  thing  that  the  House  of  Lords  had 
said  in  the  year  1671 — fIt  is  perfectly  childish  to  say  that  the 
House  of  Lords  cannot  alter,  abate,  or  increase,  but  yet  shall 
be  able  to  reject/  They  knew  well  that,  although  there  was 
that  theoretical  right  in  England,  yet,  practically,  it  had  never 
been  enforced,  and  they  came  to  the  conclusion  that  if  they 
should  give  to  their  own  Senate  power  to  reject,  it  would  be 
necessary  also  to  give  them  the  power  to  amend ;  and  at  this 
very  moment  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  might,  not 
with  that  sort  of  responsibility  of  which  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  is  so  fond,  but  with  a  real  responsibility,  every  two 
members  being  the  representatives  of  a  particular  sovereign 
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State — that  elected  Senate  does  amend,  and  does  reject,  and 
does  deal  with  finance  in  a  manner  which  has  never  been  per¬ 
mitted,  nor  even  proposed  in  this  country,  except  in  the  extra¬ 
ordinary  speech  to  which  we  have  just  listened. 

Seven  years  after  the  last  date  to  which  I  have  referred 
there  arose  another  contest,  in  the  course  of  which  a  Resolu¬ 
tion  was  passed.  It  is  the  strongest  and  most  comprehensive 
Resolution  that  the  House  of  Commons  has  ever  passed  in 
relation  to  this  subject.  I  will  not  go  into  any  elaborate 
argument  upon  it,  but  I  will  just  read  it,  because  it  makes 
the  argument  I  am  about  to  bring  before  the  House  more 
continuous  and  clear.  The  House  of  Commons  declared  this ; 
and  it  was  not  one  of  those  sudden  acts  which  the  House  of 
Commons  is  now  alleged  to  continually  commit;  but  it  was 
a  Resolution  drawn  up  by  a  committee  specially  appointed 
for  that  purpose — a  Resolution  specially  considered  and 
solemnly  entered  in  the  Journals  of  the  House.  It  was  in 
these  words, — 

‘  All  Aids  and  Supplies,  and  Aids  to  His  Majesty  from  Parliament,  are  the 
sole  gifts  of  the  Commons,  and  all  Bills  for  granting  such  Aids  and  Supplies 
are  to  begin  with  the  Commons  ;  and  it  is  the  undoubted  and  sole  right  of  the 
Commons  to  direct,  limit,  and  appoint  in  such  Bills  the  ends,  purposes,  con¬ 
siderations,  conditions,  limitations,  and  qualifications  of  such  grants,  which 
ought  not  to  be  changed  or  altered  by  the  House  of  Lords.’ 

At  this  time,  when  the  Lords  had  never  pretended  to  reject 
a  Bill,  it  is  probable  that  such  a  proposition  was  a  thing  that 
never  entered  into  the  head  of  any  Member  of  the  House  of 
Peers.  I  will  undertake  to  say  it  would  be  difficult  for  any 
Member  of  this  House  to  draw  up  a  Resolution  more  com¬ 
prehensive  and  conclusive  as  to  the  absolute  control  of  the 
House  of  Commons  than  that  of  the  year  1678,  which  I  have 
just  now  read. 

Shortly  afterwards,  in  the  year  1691,  there  is  another 
Resolution  which  goes  minutely  to  the  case  before  the  House, 
and  I  beg  the  right  hon.  Gentleman's  attention  to  it.  In 
that  year  a  Bill  was  passed  for  appointing  Commissioners  to 
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Examine  the  Public  Accounts  of  the  Kingdom.  The  House 
of  Lords  amended,  the  House  of  Commons  dissented;  and 
among  the  reasons  which  the  House  of  Commons  gave  was 
this — ‘  That  in  aids,  and  supplies,  and  grants,  the  Commons 
only  do  judge  of  the  necessities  of  the  Crown/  What  are  we 
asked  now  ?  We  are  asked  to  take  into  partnership  another 
judge  of  the  necessities  of  the  Crown.  The  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  which  for  five  hundred  years,  which,  since  the  Revolu¬ 
tion  at  least,  has  never  withheld  adequate  Supplies  from  the 
Crown,  is  now  to  be  depreciated  and  defamed,  as  if  it  had 
been  guilty  of  scantily  supplying  the  wants  of  the  Crown,  and 
the  House  of  Lords  is  to  be  asked  to  do  that  which  the  House 
of  Commons  alone  did  in  1691,  namely,  to  judge  of  the 
necessities  of  the  Crown,  and  to  make  the  Supply  greater 
than  that  which  the  House  of  Commons  have  believed  to  be 
sufficient.  And,  referring  to  that  famous  record  of  Henry  the 
Fourth,  we  find  it  stated  there  that  f  all  grants  and  aids  are 
made  by  the  Commons,  and  are  only  assented  to  by  the 
Lords/ 

A  few  years  afterwards,  our  forefathers  were  concerned  in 
a  question  about  the  paper  duties,  just  as  we  are  at  this  time ; 
only  they  managed  it  better  than  we  are  doing  now.  In  the 
year  1699  they  declared  : — 

1  It  is  an  undoubted  right  and  privilege  of  the  Commons,  that  such  aids  are 
to  be  given  by  such  methods,  and  with  such  provisions,  as  the  Commons  only 
shall  think  proper.’ 

But  now  we  are  told  that  aids  and  provisions  for  the  Crown 
are  to  be  raised  by  methods,  not  which  the  Commons  think 
proper,  but  which  the  Lords  think  proper  in  opposition  to  the 
Commons. 

The  House  will  perceive  that  I  am  very  hoarse,  and  I  am 
sorry  to  trouble  them  with  other  cases.  In  the  year  1700 
there  was  another  question  raised  between  the  two  Houses : 
and  the  Commons  told  the  Lords  that  they  could  not  agree 
with  their  Amendment,  and  they  again  affirmed  that 
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‘  All  the  Aids  and  Supplies  granted  to  His  Majesty  in  Parliament  are  the 
sole  and  entire  gift  of  the  Commons  ;  and  that  it  is  the  sole  and  undoubted 
right  of  the  Commons  to  direct,  limit,  and  appoint  the  ends,  purposes,  con¬ 
siderations,  limitations,  and  qualifications  of  such  grants.’ 

And  in  1703  there  was  another  statement  that  ‘  the  grant¬ 
ing"  and  disposing  of  all  public  moneys  is  the  undoubted  right 
of  the  Commons  alone/ 

In  the  year  1719  they  objected  to  a  clause  which  the  Lords 
had  introduced ;  on  the  ground  that  it  levied  a  new  subsidy 
not  granted  by  the  Commons,  ‘  which  is  the  undoubted  and 
sole  right  of  the  Commons  to  grant,  and  from  which  they 
will  never  depart/  I  want  to  ask  the  House,  or  any  reason¬ 
able  man,  if  we  were  discussing  this  question  between  the 
American  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  or 
between  the  two  Chambers  of  any  foreign  country,  to  what 
conclusion  would  each  one  of  us  necessarily  come  as  to  the 
purpose  and  object  of  all  these  declarations,  to  which  I  have 
referred,  and  which  are  only  a  portion  of  those  which  are  to  be 
found  in  the  Journals  of  this  House  for  the  last  five  hundred 
years?  Would  you  say  that  they  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  House  of  Lords  could  throw  out  a  Bill  repealing  a  tax  of 
the  value  and  magnitude  of  1,300,000?.  a-year?  Would  you 
say  that  if  they  could  not  abate  a  tax,  or  continue  a  tax,  or 
limit  a  tax,  or  dispose  of  a  tax,  or  control  in  any  way  a  tax, 
or  even  give  advice  to  the  Commons  in  respect  of  a  tax — could 
you  say  that  notwithstanding  all  that  which  is  clear  and  un¬ 
deniable,  they  could,  in  the  face  of  this  House,  reject  a  Bill 
which  repealed  a  tax  of  1,300,000?.  a-year,  without  violating 
Parliamentary  usage,  and  running  contrary  to  all  the  declara¬ 
tions  of  this  House  for  many  centuries?  I  think— and  I  put 
it  before  the  Committee — and  if  any  lion.  Gentleman  has  done 
me  the  honour  to  read  the  draft  Report  which  I  prepared,  he 
will  see  that  I  put  before  the  Committee  this  long  string  of 
Cases  and  Resolutions,  and  Declarations,  couched  in  language 
not  ambiguous,  not  feeble,  but  in  language  clear  and  forcible, 
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which  could  not  be  mistaken;  and  then  I  wished  to  ask  the 
Committee — -  as  1  now  ask  the  House — what  was  the  end  and 
object  which  the  House  of  Commons  had  in  view  in  these 
repeated  declarations  of  their  rights  and  opinions  touching 
the  granting  of  Supplies,  and  the  imposition  of  taxes  upon 
the  people  ?  I  should  say  that  it  was  this — they  confirm 
and  consecrate  a  practice  of  five  hundred  years,  the  principle 
which,  till  within  the  last  hour,  I  thought  every  man  in 
England  admitted — the  fundamental  and  unchangeable  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  Government  and  Constitution  of  the  English 
people,  that  taxation  and  representation  are  inseparable  in 
this  kingdom. 

Let  us  look  and  see  how  these  Declarations  and  Resolutions 
apply  to  this  case.  We  are  now  in  the  year  i  86o,  and  for  a  long 
period  we  have  had  no  question  of  importance  of  this  nature;  and 
we  begin  to  fancy  that,  after  all,  there  is  no  great  importance 
in  such  a  question.  We  have  long  had  our  personal  liberties  in 
this  country ;  longer  almost,  in  some  classes  of  society,  than 
history  can  tell ;  but  people  perhaps  fancy  that  their  personal 
liberty  cannot  be  endangered  by  this  matter.  No ;  in  this 
case  we  were  so  confident  of  our  right  and  our  power  that 
we  could  not  comprehend  any  infringement  of  our  rights. 
These  paper-duties,  I  believe,  were  granted  in  the  reign  of 
Queen  Anne ;  partly  for  revenue,  and  partly  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  ;  which  purposes,  I  presume,  had  some  effect  in  pro¬ 
curing  the  rejection  of  this  Bill  by  the  Lords.  It  was  a  tax 
to  prevent  the  publication  and  spread  of  political  information. 
I  see  an  hon.  Gentleman  up  there  in  the  gallery  who  is  very 
much  astonished  at  this ;  but  he  is  not  aware,  probably,  that 
all  which  I  have  stated  is,  if  I  am  not  misinformed,  in  the 
Preamble  of  the  Bill.  Public  opinion  in  those  days  allowed  of 
very  bad  reasons  being  given.  They  can  be  acted  on  now 
even  when  they  are  not  given.  From  the  time  of  Queen 
Anne,  to  the  present  time,  this  paper-duty  has  crippled  a  very 
important  industry.  It  has  taxed  all  the  trades  which 
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required  large  quantities  of  paper — such  as  those  of  Man¬ 
chester,  of  Sheffield,  of  Nottingham,  of  Birmingham,  and 
elsewhere ;  but  more  than  that,  it  has  very  successfully  done 
what  Queen  Anne’s  Ministers  wanted ;  it  has  threatened,  and, 
to  a  large  extent,  it  has  strangled  the  press  of  this  country. 
Within  the  last  thirty  years — and  hon.  Members  on  the 
opposite  side  of  the  House  I  presume  by  this  time  are 
becoming  conscious  of  it — new  principles  have  become  esta¬ 
blished  in  this  country  with  regard  to  taxation  on  industry. 
New  and  wiser  principles  have  been  adopted,  and  not  only 
adopted  but  established ;  and  there  are  some  very  powerful 
defenders  of  these  new  principles,  whom  I  have  the  pleasure  to 
see  opposite  me  to-night. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Stroud  has  pro¬ 
ceeded  on  the  old  mode  of  discussion  when  arguments  are  not 
plentiful  and  facts  are  entirely  wanting.  He  has  raised  his 
old  friend,  the  hobgoblin  argument,  and  has  tried  to  show  us 
that  some  frightful  calamity  must  come  upon  us  if  this  paper- 
duty  be  repealed  :  it  is  but  a  million-and-a-quarter.  Does  any 
hon.  Gentleman  believe  that  our  prosperity  or  success — or 
that  any  vast  interest  of  this  country — can  possibly  depend  on 
a  million,  more  or  less,  in  the  general  revenue  of  the  empire  ? 
A  million  is  a  million.  [‘  Hear.’]  I  am  glad  to  have  said  some¬ 
thing  in  which  the  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Leicester¬ 
shire  can  coincide.  There  is  no  Member  who  has  laid  more  stress 
on  the  importance  of  a  million  in  the  taxation  of  the  people  than 
I  have  done ;  it  is  the  tax  of  many  villages,  of  many  towns ; 
and  it  makes  the  difference  sometimes  between  comfort  and 
desolation ;  and  therefore  I  am  the  last  person  who  would 
undervalue  the  amount  of  a  million  of  the  public  revenue. 
But  still  I  should  be  only  making  myself  foolish,  if  I  were 
to  say  that  a  million  sterling — wdiether  our  taxation  be 
50,000,000/.  as  it  was  twenty  years  ago,  or  70,000,000/.  as 
it  is  now — was  of  the  gigantic  importance  attributed  to  it  by 
the  right  hon.  Gentleman  :  for  on  this  million,  which  we  had 
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provided  a  substitute  for,  before  we  relieved  the  people  of 
that  million,  be  founds  his  argument  as  to  our  recklessness, 
precipitancy,  and  madness,  and  drunkenness  —  I  think  he 
added — at  least  it  was  to  be  inferred  from  what  he  said ;  for 
he  made  use  of  the  converse,  and  spoke  of  sobriety. 

The  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  the  City  of  London  in  his 
speech  last  night  reviewed  the  course  of  events,  and  told  us 
what  we  all  knew,  that  within  the  recollection,  I  suppose,  of 
almost  the  youngest  Member  of  the  House,  there  have  been 
Excise  duties  on  many  other  articles ;  I  think,  at  one  time,  on 
candles;  certainly  at  a  later  period  on  leather;  I  believe, 
since  I  came  into  this  House,  on  glass ;  and,  still  more 
recently,  on  soap.  Well,  all  these  Excise  duties  have  been 
abolished.  Can  you  find  a  man,  from  John  O’Groat’s  to  the 
Land’s  End,  who  will  not  tell  you  that  these  reckless  prin¬ 
ciples,  applied  to  the  repeal  of  these  Excise  duties,  were  not 
of  essential  benefit,  not  only  to  the  particular  trades  most 
interested,  but  to  the  great  mass  of  the  people,  and  to  the 
industry  by  which  your  people  live  ? 

Well,  then,  having  followed  for  many  years  a  course  so 
beneficial,  we  come  at  length,  in  the  year  i860,  to  the  repeal 
of  the  paper-duty,  which  was  promised  by  the  House ;  which 
was  recommended  by  the  Government  officers;  which  was 
called  for  by  innumerable  petitions;  which  was  hoped  for, 
I  believe,  by  every  person  in  the  country  who  took  an  in¬ 
telligent  view  of  what  was  essential  to  aid  the  efforts  which 
Government  are  making,  by  liberal  grants  every  year,  to 
promote  the  instruction  of  the  people.  This  tax  was 
1,300,0001?.  It  was  a  question  whether  sugar  should  be 
relieved  to  the  extent  of  a  million,  tea  of  a  million,  or  paper 
of  a  million :  I  am  speaking  in  round  numbers.  The  lion. 
Gentleman,  not  caring  in  the  least  about  this  reckless  deficit, 
would  evidently  have  preferred  sugar  or  tea;  but  surely,  as 
regards  the  question  of  the  Supplies  for  the  year,  it  was 
equally  a  matter  of  indifference  to  the  Chancellor  of  the 
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Exchequer  whether  the  duty  were  taken  off  tea,  or  sugar,  or 
paper.  But  the  conclusion  to  which  he  necessarily  came  was, 
that  while  in  the  eases  of  tea  and  sugar  the  relief  was  to  the 
extent  of  a  million  of  taxation,  in  the  case  of  paper  it  was  not 
only  a  relief  to  that  amount  in  money,  hut  it  was  a  relief  to 
a  great  industry,  and  to  several  other  industries,  whose  pros¬ 
perity  must  depend  on  an  abundant  and  cheap  supply  of 
paper.  I  speak  with  some  knowledge  of  the  subject,  and  I 
have  not  the  least  doubt  that  the  abolition  of  the  paper-duty 
was  a  positive  relief  to  the  whole  people  of  the  country  equal 
to  double  the  relief  which  would  have  been  afforded  by  a 
reduction  equal  in  amount  to  the  duty  on  the  articles  of  tea 
and  sugar. 

But  the  question  may  be  still  more  narrowed ;  and  I  beg 
the  right  hon.  Gentleman'’ s  particular  attention — for  it  ap¬ 
pears  now  that  his  hostility  to  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
renders  him  unable  to  understand  the  multiplication  table,  or 
anything  else  that  is  plain.  If  the  paper-duty  expired  on  the 
15th  of  August,  the  reduction  of  revenue  between  that  time 
and  the  end  of  the  financial  year  would  probably  not  be  more 
than  6oo,oool.,  but  certainly  would  not  exceed  700,000 1.  I  am 
sorry  the  House  did  not  take  more  economical  advice  in  past 
years.  But  we  are  now  come,  according  to  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman,  to  this  extremity  of  our  resources,  that  you  cannot 
take  700,000 1.  this  year  from  an  Excise  which  is  strangling  a 
great  trade,  and  put  an  additional  halfpenny  or  penny  on  the 
income-tax,  without  bringing  about  such  a  frightful  state  of 
things,  that  the  Constitution  itself  and  the  usage  of  Par¬ 
liament  must  be  violated,  and  we  must  bring  in  a  foreign 
power  to  check  us  in  our  precipitous,  reckless,  and  headlong 
career. 

It  may  be  very  far  from  the  modesty  which,  becomes  a 
Member  of  this  House,  but  I  confess  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
House  of  Commons  is  the  best  judge  in  this  country  of  what 
is  necessary  for  the  trade,  and  also  what  is  required  by  the 
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financial  condition  of  the  country.  First  of  all,  there  are 
among  us  a  good  many  sagacious  men  of  all  sorts.  There  are, 
as  I  know,  some  very  sagacious  landowners  j  we  found  it  very 
hard  to  beat  them  even  when  they  had  a  very  bad  case.  We 
have  a  very  sagacious  Gentleman  down  here  who  spoke 
to-night,  and  who,  whatever  be  the  question  which  comes 
before  us,  always  finds  some  very  fitting  object  for  his  merci¬ 
less  and  unscrupulous  vituperation.  We  know,  many  of  us 
intimately,  all  the  details  connected  with  these  questions ;  in 
fact,  I  suppose,  there  is  not  a  trade  in  this  country  of  any 
importance  or  note  that  cannot  find  its  representatives  in  this 
House.  For  many  years  past  we  have  had  the  absolute 
control  of  questions  of  finance,  and  I  undertake  to  declare, 
notwithstanding  what  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  stated, 
that  there  is  not  a  representative  body  in  the  world  which 
during  the  last  twenty  years  has  done  more  in  the  way  of 
financial  and  fiscal  reforms  with  greater  advantage  to  the 
people.  And  yet,  at  the  end  of  that  period,  when  the 
triumphs  of  this  House  are  to  be  found  not  in  granite  and 
bronze  monuments,  but  in  the  added  comforts  of  the  popu¬ 
lation,  and  in  the  increased  and  undoubted  loyalty  of  the 
people,  you  are  now,  forsooth,  asked  by  the  right  hon.  Gen¬ 
tleman  to  abdicate  your  functions,  and  to  invite  400  gentle¬ 
men,  who  are  not  traders,  who  have  never  been  financiers, 
who  do  not  possess  means  in  any  degree  equalling  your  own 
of  understanding  the  question — you  are  to  ask  them  to  join 
your  councils,  and  not  only  to  advise,  but  to  check,  and  even 
to  control. 

It  is  one  of  the  points  which  gave  me  most  grief  in 
regard  to  this  question,  that  I  have  seen  the  House  of  Lords 
taking,  of  all  cases,  perhaps  the  worst  that  could  possibly 
come  before  them,  and  inflicting  suddenly,  unexpectedly,  and, 
in  my  opinion,  groundlessly,  most  harsh  and  cruel  treatment 
on  all  the  persons  who  were  interested  directly  in  this  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  paper-excise.  We  are  asked  now,  in  terms  not 
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ambiguous,  to  overthrow  the  fabric  which  has  grown  up  in 
this  country,  which  has  existed,  and  existed  without  damage, 
for  at  least  500  years.  By  the  Report  of  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  we  find  that  as  far  back  as  the  year  1640  the 
House  of  Commons  made  this  declaration,  to  which  I  ask  the 
particular  attention  of  Members  of  the  present  House.  They 
said  : — 


‘  We  have  had  uninterrupted  possession  of  this  privilege’ [the  privilege  of 
the  undisputed  control  over  the  taxation  and  finances  of  the  country]  ‘  ever 
since  the  year  1407,  confirmed  by  a  multitude  of  precedents  both  before  and 
after,  not  shaken  by  one  precedent  for  these  300  years.’ 

If  that  be  so,  it  carries  us  back  for  a  period  of  520  years  ;  and 
yet  we  are  asked  to-night  in  the  most  unblushing  and  audacious 
manner,  to  overthrow  this  magnificent  and  time-honoured 
fabric,  and  admit  to  powers,  to  which  they  have  hitherto  been 
unaccustomed,  the  hereditary  branch  of  the  Legislature. 

Now,  I  say  that  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  course  they 
have  taken  have  committed  two  offences,  which  I  had  much 
rather  they  had  not  committed,  because  I  am  not  anxious 
that  they  should  depreciate  themselves  in  the  eyes  of  the 
people  of  this  country.  [A  laugh.]  If  hon.  Gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  were  as  anxious  that  they  should  continue  limited  to 
their  proper  functions,  doing  all  the  good  that  it  is  possible 
for  them  to  do,  and  as  little  harm  as  possible,  they  would  not 
laugh  with  an  apparent  unbelief  in  what  I  have  just  stated. 
I  say  the  House  of  Lords  have  not  behaved  even  with 
fair  honour  towards  the  House  of  Commons  in  this  matter. 
Every  man  of  them  who  knew  anything  about  what  he  was 
voting  for  knew  that  the  House  of  Commons  repealed  the  paper- 
excise,  not  merely  because  it  wished  to  remit  a  million  of 
taxes,  but  because  it  thought  that  to  strangle  a  great  industry 
was  an  injurious  mode  of  raising  revenue,  and,  therefore,  it 
transferred  that  amount  of  taxation  from  the  paper-excise  to 
the  income-tax.  Then,  I  say  if  that  were  known  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  although  they  might  have  disapproved  the 
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change,  and  might  have  thought  it  better  if  it  had  not  been 
made,  it  was  not  an  honourable  treatment  of  this  House  ;  and 
further,  if  they  had  the  power  which  the  American  Senate  has, 
and  which  the  right  hon.  and  learned  Gentleman  wishes  them 
to  have,  still  it  would  not  have  been  fair  to  this  House  to 
enact  the  additional  penny  on  income,  and  to  refuse  to 
repeal  the  tax  on  paper.  That  is  a  question  which  every 
man  can  understand ;  and  I  cannot  believe  that  there  is  any 
Member  of  this  House  who  does  not  comprehend  it  when 
put  in  that  shape. 

But  there  is  another  thing  in  which  the  House  of  Lords 
have  done  wrong.  They  have  trampled  on  the  confidence  and 
taken  advantage  of  the  faith  of  the  House  of  Commons.  The 
right  hon.  Gentleman  last  night  made  a  very  curious  state¬ 
ment  on  this  subject,  which,  if  I  were  a  Member  of  the  House 
of  Lords,  I  should  be  disposed  to  find  fault  with.  He  said  : — 
‘  Why,  what  can  you  expect  ?  It  was  the  laches  of  the  House 
of  Commons  that  gave  the  House  of  Lords  the  opportunity  of 
doing  what  they  have  done/  But,  surely,  if  for  500  years 
the  House  of  Lords  has  never  done  this, — if  since  the  Revo¬ 
lution,  even  with  the  search  into  precedents  made  by  the 
Committee,  not  a  single  case  which  approaches  this  can  be 
discovered, — is  the  House  of  Commons  blameable  for  think¬ 
ing  that  it  was  at  least  dealing  with  a  House  which  would 
abide  by  the  usages  of  the  Constitution,  and  would  not  take 
advantage  of  the  change  which  the  House  of  Commons  made 
for  the  public  interest  in  the  mode  of  imposing  taxation  ? 
Instead  of  certain  taxes  being  imposed  annually,  or  for 
short  periods,  by  which  the  House  held  a  constant  control 
over  them,  they  were  made  permanent.  The  West  India 
interest  said  they  did  not  want  their  trade  to  be  troubled 
and  disturbed  every  year ;  and  the  sugar  duties  were  made 
perpetual.  But  then  are  we  always  to  treat  the  Lords  as 
political  burglars,  and  invent  bolts,  bars,  locks,  everything 
which  may  keep  them  from  a  possible  encroachment  on 
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our  rights?  Must  we  treat  them  as  men  who,  if  you  give 
them  the  smallest  opportunity,  will  come  clown  upon  you  and 
do  that  which  you  wish  them  not  to  do  ?  If  that  he  so,  you 
must  assuredly  take  certain  precautions  to  prevent  them  from 
continuing  such  a  course. 

It  is  said  that  the  Paper  Duty  Abolition  Bill  was  thrown 
out  in  the  Upper  House  by  a  great  majority.  That  is 
a  fact  with  which  we  are  all  well  acquainted.  I  was  talking 
recently  to  a  Peer  who  gave  an  explanation  of  this,  which  I 
will  venture  to  repeat.  ‘  If/  he  said,  ‘  the  regular  House  of 
Lords,  that  is  to  say,  the  hundred  Members  who  during  the 
session  really  do  transact  the  business,  if  they  only  had  been 
in  the  House,  the  Paper  Duties  Repeal  Bill  wotdd  certainly 
have  passed.’  That,  however,  happened  which  we  all  under¬ 
stand,  and  I  have  no  objection  to  repeat  the  exact  words  used 
to  me.  ‘  About  two  hundred  Members,  who  hardly  ever  come 
there,  were  let  loose  for  the  occasion/  Most  of  them  are 
unknown  to  the  country  as  politicians,  and  they  voted  out  this 
Bill  by  a  large  majority,  with  a  chuckle,  thinking  that  by 
doing  so  they  were  making  a  violent  attack  on  the  Ministry, 
and  especially  on  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer.  That  is 
a  House,  recollect,  in  which  three  Members  form  a  quorum. 
I  sometimes  hear  complaints  in  this  House  that  Ministers 
pass  measures  very  late  at  night,  when,  perhaps,  only  fifty 
Members  are  present,  of  whom  thirty  are  connected  with  the 
Government ;  but  in  the  House  of  Lords  three  form  a  quorum. 
Proxies  may  be  used  too ;  and  these  three  Peers  forming  a 
quorum,  with  proxies  in  their  pockets,  are  to  dispose  of  great 
questions  involving  70,000,000 1.  of  taxes  raised  from  the  in¬ 
dustry  of  the  people  of  this  country.  At  all  events,  if  the 
two  hundred  Peers  who  voted  that  night  choose  to  come  down 
on  other  occasions,  there  is  no  single  measure  of  finance,  how¬ 
ever  liberal  or  however  much  for  the  advantage  of  the  people, 
that  they  would  not  reject,  and  thus  frustrate  the  beneficial 
intentions  of  this  House. 
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But  after  all  I  have  said  I  am  going-  to  make  this  admis¬ 
sion,  that  the  Lords  of  course  can  reject  a  Bill,  and  can  also 
initiate  a  Bill  if  they  like.  If  it  were  not  so  late  (and  the 
Lords  like  to  get  away  about  seven) — if  it  were  not  so  late, 
the  Lords  might  to-night  bring  in  a  Bill  levying  a  tax  or 
voting  money  for  the  service  of  the  year,  and  they  can  also 
reject  any  Bill  you  may  send  up  to  them.  They  are  omni¬ 
potent  within  the  four  walls  of  their  House,  just  as  we  are 
within  the  four  walls  of  this  House.  But  if  they  take  their 
course,  one  contrary  to  the  general  practice  of  that  House 
and  of  Parliament,  it  becomes  us  to  consider  what  course  we 
will  take.  We  cannot  compel  them  to  make  any  change;  but 
we  may  ourselves  take  any  course  that  we  please,  and  we  may 
at  least  offer  them  the  opportunity  of  altering  the  course  they 
have  taken. 

My  opinion  is  that  it  would  have  been  consonant  with  the 
dignity  of  this  House,  wholly  apart  from  the  question  of 
1,300,000/.  a-year,  or  of  700,000 /.  the  sum  for  this  year,  to 
have  passed  another  Bill  to  repeal  the  paper-duty.  If  that 
had  been  a  duty  which  I  considered  not  the  best  to  repeal, 
I  still  should  have  laid  aside  all  partiality  for  a  particular  tax. 
The  question  before  us  is  of  far  more  importance  than  the 
maintenance  or  abolition  of  any  particular  tax.  There  can  be 
nothing  more  perilous  to  the  country,  or  more  fatal  to  the 
future  character  of  this  House,  than  that  we  should  do  any¬ 
thing  to  impair  and  lessen  the  powers  we  have  received  from 
our  predecessors.  I  understand  there  are  other  sums  amount¬ 
ing  to  about  1,500,000/.  or  2,000,000 /.  which  have  yet  to  go 
up  to  the  House  of  Lords.  Now,  if  the  noble  Lord  at  the 
head  of  the  Government,  acting  up  to  his  position,  which  I 
think  he  has  failed  to  do  in  this  matter,  had  asked  us,  not  on 
the  ground  (for  that  is  a  low  ground)  that  the  paper-duty  was 
the  best  duty  to  repeal,  but  on  the  ground  that  as  the  House 
of  Commons  have  come  to  that  decision  they  should  abide  by 
it ;  but  if  he  had  asked  us  to  pass  another  Bill,  with  an  altered 
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date,  perhaps,  and  sent  it  up  again  to  the  House  of  Lords,  he 
would  have  given  them  the  opportunity  of  reconsidering  their 
decision ;  and  my  full  belief  is  that  a  course  like  this,  taken 
without  passion  and  without  collision,  would  have  been  met 
in  a  proper  temper  by  that  House ;  .this  difficulty  would  have 
been  got  over,  and  in  all  probability  both  Houses  for  the 
future  would  have  proceeded  more  regularly  and  easily  than 
they  are  likely  to  do  under  the  plan  proposed  by  the  noble 
Lord. 

Having  stated  that  I  shall  leave  the  questions  of  these 
Resolutions,  I  say  there  is  no  reason  whatever  in  the  argu¬ 
ments  which  have  been  used  why  this  duty  should  have  been 
maintained,  or  why  it  was  perilous  to  remit  it.  Its  repeal  was 
consistent  with  the  policy  of  the  Whigs  before  Sir  Robert  Peel 
came  into  power,  with  the  policy  of  Sir  Robert  Peeks  Govern¬ 
ment,  of  Lord  Derby’s  Government,  of  Lord  John  Russell’s 
Government,  of  Lord  Aberdeen’s  Government,  of  Lord  Pal¬ 
merston’s  Government,  of  Lord  Derby’s  last  Government, 
and  of  the  existing  Government.  The  policy  of  the  repeal  of 
the  paper- duty  is  the  recognized  policy  of  this  blouse,  and  it 
is  the  admitted  interest  of  this  country.  Then,  why,  unless 
it  be  for  a  party  triumph,  unless  it  be  to  attack  a  particular 
Minister,  why  is  this  question  of  700,000 1.  this  year,  and  less 
than  double  that  sum  in  future  years,  raised  to  an  importance 
which  does  not  belong  to  it  ?  and  why,  for  the  sake  of  a  party 
triumph,  are  the  great  interests  connected  with  it  to  be 
damaged  and  tortured,  as  they  now  are,  by  the  action  of  one 
House  of  Parliament  ?  I  am  told  there  are  Members  of  this 
House  who  would  not  support  the  Government  in  this  course, 
and  I  should  certainly  hardly  expect  that  all  the  Gentlemen 
on  the  benches  opposite  would  lend  it  their  sanction.  Yet 
I  doubt  whether  if  the  noble  Lord  at  the  head  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  to  act  in  the  manner  I  have  indicated,  the  great 
majority  of  them  would  be  induced,  upon  reflection,  to  adopt 
the  policy  which  they  have  pursued  with  respect  to  these 
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Resolutions,  and  whether  the  House  of  Commons  would  not 
have  passed  a  second  Bill  even  by  a  larger  majority  than  that 
by  which  we  passed  the  last. 

There  is  a  rumour  that  some  Gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the 
House  object  to  such  a  course  of  proceeding,  and  hon.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite  have,  perhaps,  on  that  account  been  led  to  take 
up  a  line  of  action  upon  this  question  in  which  they  otherwise 
could  not  hope  to  succeed.  An  hon.  Gentleman  behind  me, 
from  whom  I  should  have  expected  something  better,  said 
only  last  night,  in  speaking  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Ex¬ 
chequer,  that  he  was  a  reckless  and  unsafe  Finance  Minister. 
That  observation  he  no  doubt  confined  to  the  question  of  the 
repeal  of  the  paper-duty  ;  but  I  cannot  forget  that  in  1853  we 
had  the  same  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  as  to-day,  and  that 
it  was  asserted  then  also  that  he  had  committed  great  errors. 
[Cheers  from  the  Opposition.]  Yes  ;  but  your  Chancellor  of 
the  Exchequer  was  not  in  office  long  enough  to  perpetrate 
any  great  mistakes.  Not  long  after  that  right  hon.  Gentle¬ 
man  acceded  to  office,  he  brought  in  a  Budget  which  the 
House  of  Commons  rejected ;  and  upon  the  next  occasion  on 
which  he  proposed  one,  he  found  it  necessary  to  shift  the 
burden  of  responsibility  to  the  shoulders  of  his  successor.  But 
in  1853,  when  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  the 
University  of  Oxford  was  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  I  put 
it  to  those  among  us  who  were  then  Members  of  this  House, 
whether  it  is  not  the  fact  that  the  strength  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Lord  Aberdeen,  of  which  he  was  a  Member,  was  not 
mainly  to  be  attributed  to  his  dealing  with  the  taxation  of  the 
country  in  a  manner  which  met  with  universal  approbation 
out  of  doors  ? 

We  come  now  to  the  present  yeai-,  and  while  I  do  not 
wish  to  depreciate  the  popularity,  or  the  character,  or  the 
ability  of  the  noble  Lord  at  the  head  of  the  Government,  or 
any  of  his  colleagues,  still  I  undertake  to  say  that  the  power 
and  authority  which  his  Administration  has  acquired  during 
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the  present  session,  it  has  gained  mainly  as  the  consequence 
of  the  beneficial  propositions  which  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer  has  made.  I  heard  somebody  last  night — I  am 
not  quite  sure  it  was  not  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  below  me 
to-night — talk  of  the  House  of  Commons  having  been  partly 
charmed  and  partly  coerced  into  the  acceptance  of  these  pro¬ 
positions.  But  if  that  be  so,  and  if  we  have  proved  ourselves 
to  be  soft-headed  children  who  could  be  so  swayed,  I  must  say 
it  appears  to  me  very  strange  that  such  should  be  the  case ; 
for  I  think  the  House  of  Commons  has  upon  the  contrary 
shown  wonderful  independence,  and  has  proved  itself  to  be 
extremely  free  from  all  those  ties,  the  acting  in  accordance 
with  which  usually  enables  a  Government  to  conduct  the 
business  of  a  session  with  success.  Be  that,  however,  as 
it  may,  I  repeat  that  the  Budget  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  when  it  was  laid  before  the 
country,  was  received  throughout  all  the  great  seats  of 
industry,  and  among  the  farmers  too— for  it  tended  to  benefit 
them  as  well  as  the  inhabitants  of  towns  — with  universal 
approbation. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  below  me  has  been  indulging 
himself  to-night,  in  accordance  with  his  custom,  in  con¬ 
demning  the  French  Treaty,  and  I  must  say  we  have  heard  a 
great  deal  upon  that  subject  since  it  was  first  mooted  in  this 
House.  We  have  had  it  commented  upon  by  a  great  journal 
in  this  country,  whose  motives  I  will  not  attempt  to  divine, 
but  whose  motto  must,  I  think,  be  that  which  Pascal  said 
ought  to  have  been  adopted  by  one  of  the  ancients — c  Omnia 
pro  tempore,  sed  nihil  pro  veritate/ — which  being  translated, 
may  be  rendered — ‘  Everything  for  the  Times,  but  nothing  for 
truth/  We  have  had,  in  short,  every  description  of  falsehood 
propounded  with  respect  to  this  Treaty.  The  right  hon.  Gen¬ 
tleman  below  me  has  not  hesitated  to-night  to  give  currency 
to  representations  with  respect  to  it  which  are  wholly  in¬ 
accurate,  and  to  which,  if  I  were  not  here,  I  would  apply 
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a  still  stronger  term.  Did  not  the  right  hon.  Gentle¬ 
man  say  onr  manufacturers  were — I  forget  the  word 
plaintiffs — no,  suppliants  in  the  antechamber  of  the  nmperor 
of  the  French  ?  The  statement  is  one,  I  can  tell  him,  which 
is  wholly  untrue ;  nay,  more, — and  I  may  say  that  with  the 
exception  of  some  right  hon.  Gentlemen  sitting  on  the 
Treasury  bench,  there  is  no  one  more  competent  to  give 
an  opinion  on  the  subject  than  myself,  for  reasons  with 
which  the  House  is  of  course  acquainted, — I  tell  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  that  nothing  can  exceed  the  good  faith  and 
the  liberality  with  which  that  whole  'question  is  being  treated 
by  the  Commissioners  of  the  French  Government.  I  would 
have  him  know  that  they  are  as  anxious  as  our  Commissioners 
that  a  great  trade  between  England  and  France  should  spring 
up ;  and  I  will  add  that  in  the  case  of  nations  and  Govern¬ 
ments  in  amity  one  with  the  other,  whose  representatives  are 
endeavouring  in  all  fairness  and  frankness  to  extend  the  com¬ 
merce  between  both,  he  is  neither  a  statesman  nor  a  patriot 
who  seeks  to  depreciate  in  the  eyes  of  his  countrymen  the 
instrument  by  which  it  is  hoped  these  results  will  be  accom¬ 
plished,  and  who  thus  does  his  utmost  to  prevent  its  success. 

I  come  now  to  ask  the  House  what  is  this  reform  in  the 
tariff  introduced  by  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Chancellor 
of  the  Exchequer,  by  which  you  are  so  frightened  ?  Is  it 
something  novel?  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  below  me 
says  it  is  a  scheme  both  new  and  gigantic  in  its  pro¬ 
portions,  and  fatal  in  its  principle.  I  was  speaking  last  week 
to  an  hon.  Member  for  a  south-western  county  who  sits 
on  the  benches  opposite,  and  he  spoke  in  terms  of  exultation 
to  me  of  the  success  of  late  years  of  that  branch  of  industry 
in  which  you  are  peculiarly  interested.  Is  it  honest,  then, 
that  you  should  make  such  acknowledgments  and  not  consent 
to  extend  further  the  principles  which  the  whole  country  has 
pronounced  to  be  sound  and  beneficial?  We  boast  of  the 
freedom  of  our  commerce.  That  commerce  has  more  than 
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doubled  since  I  bad  first  tlie  honour  of  a  seat  in  this  House. 
When,  therefore,  you  now  attack,  through  the  Chancellor  of 
the  Exchequer,  principles,  the  adoption  of  which  has  wrought 
this  great  good,  you  are  not,  in  my  opinion,  pursuing  a  course 
which  will  enhance  your  reputation  with  the  country  which 
you  profess  to  represent.  There  is  not,  I  contend,  a  man  who 
labours  and  sweats  for  his  daily  bread ;  there  is  not  a  woman 
living  in  a  cottage,  who  strives  to  make  her  humble  home 
happy  and  comfortable  for  her  husband  and  her  children,  to 
whom  the  words  of  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  have  not 
brought  hope,  and  to  whom  his  measures,  which  have  been 
defended  with  an  eloquence  few  can  equal,  and  with  a  logic 
none  can  contest,  have  not  administered  consolation.  I  appeal 
to  the  past  and  present  condition  of  the  country,  and  I  ask 
you,  solemnly,  to  oppose  no  obstacle  to  the  realization  of  those 
great  and  good  principles  of  legislation. 

I  will  not  enter  further  into  this  question.  I  am  unable 
from  physical  causes  to  speak  with  clearness,  and  I  am  afraid 
I  must  have  somewhat  pained  those  who  have  heard  me.  I 
must,  however,  repeat  my  regret  that  the  noble  Viscount 
at  the  head  of  the  Government  has  not  shown  more  courage 
in  this  matter  than  he  appears  to  me  to  have  exhibited,  and 
that  the  House  of  Commons  has  not  evinced  more  self-respect. 
I  fear  this  session  may  as  a  consequence  become  memorable  as 
that  in  which,  for  the  first  time,  the  Commons  of  England 
has  surrendered  a  right  which  for  500  years  they  had  main¬ 
tained  unimpaired.  I,  at  least,  and  those  who  act  with  me, 
will  be  clear  from  any  participation  in  this ;  we  shall  be  free 
from  the  shame  which  must  indelibly  attach  to  the  chief 
actors  in  these  proceedings.  I  protested  against  the  order  of 
reference  which  the  noble  Lord  proposed,  though  I  sat  and 
laboured  on  the  Committee  with  earnest  fidelity  on  behalf 
of  the  House  of  Commons.  I  have  felt  it  an  honour  to  sit 
in  this  House  up  to  this  time,  and  I  hope  that  hereafter  the 
character  of  this  House  will  not  be  impaired  by  the  course 
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which  is  about  to  be  taken.  I  have  endeavoured  to  show 
to  my  countrymen  what  I  consider  to  be  almost  the  treason 
which  is  about  to  be  committed  against  them.  I  have  refused 
to  dishonour  the  memory '  of  such  Members  as  Coke  and 
Selden,  and  Glanville  and  Pym  ;  and,  if  defeated  in  this 
struggle,  I  shall  have  this  consolation,  that  I  have  done  all 
I  can  to  maintain  the  honour  of  this  House,  and  that  I  have 
not  sacrificed  the  interests  which  my  constituents  committed 
to  my  care. 


- - 


PUNISHMENT  OF  DEATH. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  MAY  3,  18G4. 

From  Hansard. 

[Spoken  on  Mr.  Ewart’s  Motion  for  the  Abolition  of  the  Punishment  of 

Death.] 

I  shall  not,  after  the  discussion  which  lias  taken  place,  and 
which  has  been,  I  think,  almost  all  on  one  side,  take  up  the 
time  of  the  House  by  making  a  speech.  But  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  (Sir  George  Grey)  has  said  something  which  I  am 
obliged  to  contest  to  some  extent.  He  has  quoted  the 
opinions  of  Judges  upon  this  question,  and  he  has  laid,  I 
think,  more  stress  upon  those  opinions  than  they  generally 
deserve.  I  think,  if  there  is  one  thing  more  certain  than 
another,  it  is  this— that  every  amelioration  of  the  criminal 
code  of  this  country  has  been  carried  against  the  opinion  of 
the  majority  of  the  Judges.  And  I  may  on  this  point  quote 
the  opinion  of  an  eminent  Irish  Judge,  who,  I  believe,  is  still 
living,  and  with  whom  I  had  some  conversation  in  Ireland 
about  fifteen  years  ago.  The  conversation  turned  on  this  very 
question.  He  said,  ‘  Beware  of  the  Judges.  If  Parliament 
had  acted  on  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  we  should  have  been 
hanging  now  for  forgery,  for  horse-stealing,  and  for  I  know 
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not  liow  many  other  offences  for  which  capital  punishment 
has  long  been  abolished/ 

Now  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  proposes  to  have  a  Com¬ 
mission,  as  I  understand,  instead  of  a  Committee.  Theie  was 
an  inconsistency  in  his  speech,  I  thought,  on  that  point;  for 
at  first  he  seemed  to  say  that  the  question,  whether  capital 
punishment  should  be  continued  or  he  abolished,  was  not  one 
which  a  Committee  of  this  House  was  fitted  to  consider;  but 
towards  the  close  of  his  speech  he  moderated  that  by  admit¬ 
ting  that  some  of  the  points  referred  to  in  the  Amendment, 
which  is,  I  suppose,  to  be  agreed  to,  might  he  considered  by 
a  Commission.  I  will  undertake  to  say  that  if  he  were  to 
inquire  in  every  civilized  country  in  the  world  where  there  is 
a  representative  legislative  assembly,  he  would  find  that  the 
changes  which  had  been  made  in  their  laws  have  been  made 
invariably  in  consequence  ol  inquiries  instituted  by  those 
Chambers  and  carried  on  by  means  of  Committees  formed 
amongst  their  members. 

I  admit  that  the  bulk  of  the  Committees  of  this  House  are 
not  fairly  constituted.  I  served  very  assiduously  on  Com¬ 
mittees  for  the  first  ten  or  fifteen  years  after  I  became  a 
Member  of  this  House,  and  I  did  not  find  out  till  about  the 
year  1850  or  1853  that  a  Committee  was  generally  of  no  use  ; 
and  from  that  time  to  this  I  have  avoided,  in  nine  cases  out 
of  ten,  when  I  have  been  applied  to,  sitting  upon  a  Committee. 
But  that  observation  refers  principally  to  questions  where 
political  interests  are  concerned.  When,  however,  you  come 
to  a  question  of  this  nature,  where  we  should  necessarily  take 
the  opinion  of  Judges,  to  whom  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
pays  so  much  attention,  and  of  those  men  of  whose  great 
authority  he  has  spoken,  and  of  a  great  many  other  men  who 
are  not  wedded  to  existing  systems,  and  of  men  who  could 
give  us  the  facts  with  regard  to  other  countries,  I  say  that 
a  Committee  of  this  House,  so  far  at  any  rate  as  obtaining 
evidence  is  concerned,  I  think  would  be  equal  to  any  tribunal, 
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or  any  court  of  inquiry,  which  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
could  establish. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  led  the  House  away  a  little 
from  the  main  question.  The  main  question  proposed  by  my 
hon.  Friend  the  Member  for  Dumfries  is  whether  capital 
punishment  should  be  retained  or  abolished.  The  right  hon. 
Gentleman  has  led  the  House  into  a  discussion  of  a  question 
somewhat  personal  to  himself — in  connection  with  recent  cases. 
I  know  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  was  justified  in  what  he 
said  in  reference  to  the  position  which  he  holds  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  his  painful  duties  with  regard  to  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  the  criminal  law.  But  that  is  not  exactly  what 
is  wanted — this  Motion  was  not  brought  forward  for  that 
purpose. 

I  think  the  House  would  agree  with  great  unanimity  if 
the  right  hon.  Gentleman  would  introduce  a  Bill  proposing 
certain  changes  at  which  he  has  hinted.  This  country  has 
always  been  the  most  barbarous  of  all  civilized  nations  in  its 
punishments;  and  at  this  moment  is  the  mo.st  barbarous  still, 
notwithstanding  what  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  said  about 
the  punishment  of  death  being  inflicted  only  for  the  crime  of 
murder.  But  did  he  not  afterwards  tell  the  House  that  this 
crime  of  murder  is  a  net  which  includes  cases  as  different  in 
their  quality  as  in  their  guilt  and  in  their  consequences  to 
society,  as  the  difference  between  the  lowest  class  of  murder 
which  the  law  now  includes  and  the  pettiest  larceny  which  is 
punishable  before  a  single  magistrate.  Yet  all  these  are  part 
of  the  same  list  of  crimes,  and  if  a  jury  does  its  duty — that  is 
what  is  always  said,  as  if  a  jury  had  no  other  duty  but  inexor¬ 
ably  to  send  a  man  to  the  scaffold — if  a  jury  will  find  a  verdict 
of  guilty,  the  punishment  is  death,  unless  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman,  importuned  by  a  number  of  persons,  or  having 
examined  into  the  case  himself,  will  interfere  to  save  the 
unfortunate  wretch  from  the  gallows. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that  if  capital  punishment 
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be  retained,  and  if  it  be  absolutely  necessary  that  tliere  should 
be  a  crime  called  murder  to  which  capital  punishment  attaches, 
it  is  no  less  necessary  that  there  should  be,  as  there  aie  in 
some  other  countries,  three  or  four  degrees  of  manslaughter, 
and  that  for  the  highest  degree  of  manslaughter  there  should 
be  the  highest  kind  of  secondary  punishment,  and  that  the 
power  should  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  jury  of  determining 
what  should  be  the  particular  class  in  which  the  criminal 
should  be  placed.  There  is  no  doubt  that  this  is  necessary  to 
be  done.  I  think  Voltaire— who  said  a  good  many  things 
that  were  worth  remembering — remarked  that  the  English 
were  the  only  people  who  murdered  by  law.  And  Mirabeau, 
when  in  this  country,  hearing  of  a  number  of  persons  who  had 
been  hanged  on  a  certain  morning,  said,  c  The  English  nation 
is  the  most  merciless  of  any  that  I  have  heard  or  read  of.’ 
And  at  this  very  moment,  when  we  have  struck  ofl  within  the 
last  fifty  years  at  least  a  hundred  offences  which  were  then 
capital,  we  remain  still  in  this  matter  the  most  merciless  of 
Christian  countries. 

If  anybody  wishes  to  satisfy  himself  upon  this  point  let  him 
take  those  late  cases  in  which  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has 
had  so  much  trouble.  Take  the  case  of  Townley ;  take  the 
case  of  Wright ;  take  the  case  of  Hall  at  Warwick;  and  I  will 
take  the  liberty  of  repeating — what  I  said  to  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  when  I  was  permitted  to  see  him  on  the  case  of 
the  convict  Hall — that  there  is  not  a  country  in  Europe,  nor 
a  State  among  the  Free  States  of  America,  in  which  either  of 
those  criminals  would  have  been  punished  with  death.  Yet 
we  have  gone  on  leaving  the  law  as  it  is ;  and  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman,  to  my  utter  astonishment,  every  time  this 
question  has  been  discussed,  has  given  us  very  much  the 
same  speech  as  he  has  addressed  to  us  to-night :  he  has 
repeated  the  same  arguments  for  continuing  a  law  which 
drives  him  to  distraction  almost  every  time  he  has  to 
administer  it. 
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I  am  surprised  that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman,  who  has  had 
to  face  the  suffering  which  has  been  brought  on  him  by 
this  law,  has  never  had  the  courage  to  come  to  this  House 
and  ask  it  fairly  to  consider,  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  which 
all  other  Governments  and  the  laws  of  all  other  countries 
afford,  whether  the  time  has  not  come  when  this  fearful 
punishment  may  be  abolished.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman 
says  the  punishment  is  so  terrible  that  it  will  deter  offenders 
from  the  commission  of  crime.  Of  course  it  is  terrible  to  one 
just  standing  upon  the  verge  of  the  g'rave;  but  months  before, 
when  the  crime  is  committed,  when  the  passion  is  upon  the 
criminal,  the  punishment  is  of  no  avail  whatsoever.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  possible  to  say  too  much  against  the  argument  that 
because  this  is  a  dreadful  punishment,  it  is  very  efficient  to 
deter  a  criminal  from  the  commission  of  crime. 

As  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  proposes  to  give  a  Commission, 
I  shall  not  trouble  the  House  with  some  observations  that 
I  had  intended  to  make.  There  are,  however,  two  or  three 
eases  which  have  not  been  mentioned,  and  which  I  should  like 
to  bring  under  the  notice  of  the  House.  My  hon.  Friend  the 
Member  for  Dumfries  referred  to  Russia.  Russia  is  a  country 
in  which  capital  punishments  have  for  almost  a  hundred  years 
been  unknown.  I  was  reading  yesterday  a  very  remarkable 
Report  of  a  Committee  of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  written  in  the  year  1841.  It  states  that  the  Empress 
Elizabeth  determined  that  for  twenty  years  there  should  be 
no  capital  punishments  in  Russia.  The  Empress  Catherine, 
in  giving  her  instructions  for  the  new  Grand  Code,  stated  her 
opinion  upon  the  subject  in  these  words : — 

‘  Experience  shows  that  the  frequent  repetition  of  capital  punishment  has 
never  yet  made  men  better.  If,  therefore,  I  can  show  that  in  the  orJinary 
state  of  society  the  death  of  a  citizen  is  neither  useful  nor  necessary,  I  shall 
have  pleaded  the  cause  of  humanity  with  success.’ 

She  then  says  what  I  think  is  worthy  of  hearing  : — 

1  When  the  laws  bear  quiet  and  peaceful  sway,  and  under  a  form  of  govern- 
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ment  approved  by  the  united  voices  of  the  nation,  in  such  a  state  there  can  be 
no  necessity  for  taking  away  the  life  of  a  citizen. 

The  exception  is  in  the  case  of  some  great  political  offender 
whose  incarceration  might  not  destroy  his  power  of  doing  mis¬ 
chief;  and  I  believe  that  since  the  enactment  of  this  law  there 
have  been  only  two  cases  of  persons  who  have  been  put 
to  death  by  law  in  Russia,  and  that  these  have  been  cases 
arising  out  of  circumstances  of  a  political  and  insurrectionary 
character.  Count  Se'gur,  the  French  Ambassador  at  St. 
Petersburgh,  states  that  the  Empress  Catherine  said  to  him — 

<  We  must  punish  crime  without  imitating  it.  The  punishment  of  death 
is  rarely  anything  but  a  useless  barbarity.’ 

In  reporting  this  to  the  French  Government,  Count  Segur 
stated  that  under  the  mildness  of  the  law  murders  were  very 
rare  in  Russia. 

My  hon.  Friend  the  Member  for  Dumfries  referred  to  the 
case  of  Tuscany,  where  it  is  well  known  that  for  a  lifetime 
capital  punishment  has  never  been  inflicted.  In  the  case 
of  Belgium,  to  which  reference  was  made  by  the  learned 
Member  for  Tiverton,  as  one  of  the  most  remarkable,  I  think 
the  right  hon.  Gentleman  was  not  successful  in  getting 
rid  of  his  figures.  It  happens,  as  I  understand,  that  the 
law  in  Belgium  does  not  prohibit  capital  punishments ;  but 
the  result  of  omitting  to  inflict  capital  punishment  has  been  so 
satisfactory  that  now  the  law  is  literally  obsolete,  and  that 
capital  punishment  is  never  inflicted.  Take  then  the  case  of 
Bombay,  which  is  of  a  very  striking  character.  We  have  the 
evidence  from  the  pen  of  Sir  James  Mackintosh,  who  says, — 

‘  It  will  appear  that  the  capital  crimes  committed  during  the  last  seven 
years  (1804  to  1811)  with  no  capital  executions,  have  in  proportion  to  the 
population  not  been  much  more  than  a  third  of  those  committed  in  the  first 
seven  years  (1756  to  1763)  when  forty-seven  persons  suffered  death.’ 

He  adds, — 

‘  The  intermediate  periods  lead  to  the  same  results.’ 

The  House  ought  to  bear  in  mind,  that  to  us  who  have 
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examined  this  question  for  many  years,  no  fact  is  more  clearly 
demonstrated  than  this — there  is  no  country  in  the  world, 
be  it  a  great  empire  or  be  it  a  small  state,  where  the  law  has 
been  made  milder  and  capital  punishment  has  been  abolished, 
in  which  there  is  any  proof  that  murders  have  been  more 
frequent,  and  the  security  of  life  in  the  slightest  degree 
endangered.  If  that  be  so  —  if  I  could  convince  every 
Member  of  this  House  that  the  abolition  of  capital  punish¬ 
ment  would  not  cause  more  murders  than  the  average  of  the 
last  ten  years — if  all  that  would  be  left  would  be  that  those 
ten  or  twelve  wretches  who  are  publicly  strangled  every  year 
would  be  living  in  some  prison,  or  engaged  in  some  labour 
with  a  chance  of  penitence,  and  with  life  not  suddenly  cut  off 
by  law — is  there  a  man  in  this  House — I  speak  not  of  party, 
or  to  one  side  or  the  other — who  would  dare  to  demand  that 
we  should  still  continue  these  terrible  punishments  ? 

There  was,  not  long  ago,  in  this  House,  a  venerable  old 
Gentleman  who  represented  the  University  of  Oxford,  who 
constantly  quoted  in  the  discussion  on  this  subject  a  certain 
verse  of  a  certain  chapter  in  the  Book  of  Genesis.  I  am  very 
glad  that  in  the  seven  or  eight  years  that  have  elapsed  since 
this  question  was  last  discussed,  we  have  advanced  so  far  that, 
nobody  has  now  brought  forward  that  argument.  We  have 
discussed  it  to-night  by  the  light  of  proved  experiments,  of 
facts,  and  of  reason.  Seeing  what  has  been  done  in  this 
country  by  the  amelioration  of  the  Criminal  Code,  and  what 
has  been  done  in  all  other  countries,  is  there  any  man  with 
one  particle  of  sense  or  the  power  of  reason  who  believes 
that  human  life  in  this  country  is  made  more  secure  because 
ten  or  twelve  men  are  publicly  put  to  death  every  year  ? 

The  security  of  human  life  does  not  depend  upon  any  such 
miserable  and  barbarous  provision  as  that.  The  security  for 
human  life  depends  upon  the  reverence  for  human  life ;  and 
unless  you  can  inculcate  in  the  minds  of  your  people  a  vene¬ 
ration  for  that  which  God  only  has  given,  you  do  little  by 
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the  most  severe  and  barbarous  penalties  to  preserve  the  safety 
of  your  citizens.  If  you  could  put  down  what  it  is  that 
secures  human  life  in  figures  and  estimate  it  at  roo,  how  much 
of  it  is  to  be  attributed  to  your  savage  law,  and  how  much  of 
it  to  the  reverence  for  human  life  implanted  or  existing  in 
the  human  soul?  No  doubt  5  or  ou^  100 

owiusr,  for  aim’ll t  I  know,  to  the  influence  of  the  law;  but  90 
or  95  per  cent,  is  owing  to  that  feeling  of  reverence  for  human 
life.  Whenever  you  hang  a  man  in  the  face  of  the  public 
under  the  circumstances  to  which  we  are  so  accustomed  in 
this  country,  if  you  do  in  the  slightest  degree  deter  fiom 
crime  by  the  shocking  nature  of  the  punishment,  I  will  under¬ 
take  to  say  that  you  by  so  much — nay,  by  much  more 
weaken  that  other  and  greater  security  which  arises  from 
the  reverence  with  which  human  life  is  regarded. 

Since  the  notice  of  this  Motion  was  given  by  my  lion. 
Friend  I  took  the  liberty  of  writing  to  the  Governors  of 
three  of  the  States  of  America  in  which  capital  punishment 
has  for  several  years  been  abolished ;  and,  with  the  permis¬ 
sion  of  the  House,  I  will  read  extracts  from  the  answers 
which  I  have  received.  I  think  they  are  important  in  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  this  nature  when  we  are  attempting  to  persuade 
doubtful  and  timid  people  that  we  are  not  proposing  a  rash  or 
dangerous  change.  In  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,  one  of  the 
small  States  of  America,  with  a  population  of  not  more  than 
200,000,  capital  punishment  has  been  abolished.  The  Governor, 
the  Hon.  J.  Pye  Smith,  writing  from  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ment,  March  21,  1864,  says: — 

‘  1.  The  death  penalty  was  abolished  in  this  State  in  the  year  1852.  2.  I 

do  not  think  its  abolition  has  had  any  effect  upon  the  security  of  life.  3.  Is 
the  law  against  the  death  penalty  sustained  by  the  public  opinion  of  the  State  ? 
Very  decidedly.  4.  Are  convictions  and  punishments  more  certain  than  before 
the  change  was  made  ?  I  think  they  are.  5.  What  is  the  punishment  now 
inflicted  on  such  criminals  as  were  formerly  punished  with  death  ?  Imprison¬ 
ment  for  life  at  hard  labour.  I  have  conversed  with  one  Supreme  Judge, 
State  attorney,  and  warden  of  the  State  prison,  and  they  support  my  own 
established  views  upon  the  subject.’ 
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In  a  second  letter,  dated  April  4,  and  which  I  received  a  few 
days  ago,  he  says  : — 

‘  Our  present  able  Chief  Justice  says  : — “  Although  opposed  to  the  present 
law  when  passed,  I  am  equally  opposed  to  a  change  in  it  until  the  experiment 
has  been  tried  long  enough  to  satisfy  us  that  it  has  failed.  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  present  state  of  the  law  is  sustained  by  public  opinion,  and  I 
believe  it  will  continue  to  be  until  it  is  satisfactorily  shown  that  crimes  against 
life  have  been  considerably  increased  in  consequence  of  it.  My  observation 
fully  justifies  me  in  saying  that  conviction  for  murder  is  far  more  certain  now 
in  proper  cases  than  when  death  was  the  punishment  of  it.”  ’ 

Here  is  the  answer  which  I  received  from  the  Hon.  Austin 
Blair,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Michigan  : — 

‘Executive  Office,  Lancing,  March  23,  1864. 

‘  1.  The  death  penalty  for  murder  was  abolished  March  I,  1847,  when  the 
revised  statutes  of  1846  went  into  effect.  2.  Life  is  not  considered  less  secure 
than  before  ;  murders  are  probably  less  frequent  in  proportion  to  population. 
Twenty  years  ago  the  population  of  the  State  was  300,000,  and  we  have  now 
a  population  of  about  900,000.  Then  it  was  chiefly  agricultural,  and  now  we 
have  mines  of  copper,  iron,  coal,  &c.,  bringing  into  proximity  dissimilar  classes, 
and  increasing  the  probabilities  of  frequent  crime.  Before  the  abolition  of  the 
death  penalty,  murders  were  not  unfrequent,  but  convictions  were  rarely  or 
never  obtained.  It  became  the  common  belief  that  no  jury  could  be  found 
(the  prisoner  availing  himself  of  the  common  law  right  of  challenge)  which 
would  convict.  Since  the  abolition  there  have  been  in  seventeen  years  thirty- 
seven  convictions.  3.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  public  opinion  sustains  the 
present  law  and  is  against  the  restoration  of  the  death  penalty.  4.  Conviction 
and  punishment  are  now  much  more  certain  than  before  the  change  was  made. 
Murder  requires  a  greater  amount  of  proof  than  any  other  crime,  and  it  is 
found  practically  that  a  trial  for  murder  excites  no  very  unusual  interest.’ 

It,  therefore,  does  not  make  a  hero  of  the  criminal.  The  letter 
proceeds : — 

‘5.  The  punishment  now  is  solitary  confinement  at  hard  labour  for  life. 
Since  1861  this  class  of  prisoners  have  been  employed  as  other  prisoners,  as  it 
was  found  difficult  to  keep  them  at  work  in  cells  without  giving  them  tools, 
and  there  was  danger  of  their  becoming  insane.  The  reform  has  been  success¬ 
fully  tried,  and  is  no  longer  an  experiment.’ 

The  last  letter  is  from  the  Hon.  J.  S.  Lewis,  the  Governor  of 
Wisconsin,  and  is  dated  Madison,  March  29,  1864  : — 

<  The  evil  tendency  of  public  executions,  the  great  aversion  of  many  to  the 
taking  of  life  rendering  it  almost  impossible  to  obtain  jurors  from  the  more 
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intelligent  portion  of  the  community,  the  liability  of  the  innocent  to  suffer  so 
extreme  a  penalty  and  be  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  pardoning  power, 
and  the  disposition  of  courts  and  juries  not  to  convict,  fearing  the  innocent 
might  suffer,  convinced  me  that  this  relic  of  barbarism  should  be  abolished. 
The  death  penalty  was  repealed  in  1853.  No  legislation  has  sincere-established 
it,  and  the  people  find  themselves  equally  secure,  and  the  public  more  certain 
than  before.  The  population  in  1850  was  305,000;  in  i860  it  was  775,000. 
With  this  large  increase  of  population  we  might  expect  a  large  increase  of 
criminal  cases,  but  this  does  not  appear  to  be  the  case. 

If  you  take  these  two  States  of  Wisconsin  and  Michigan, 
which  have  been  settled  at  a  comparatively  recent  date,  you 
will  see  that  it  was  highly  probable,  as  they  are  on  the  outskirts 
of  advancing  civilization,  that  crimes  of  violence  would  not  be 
uncommon.  But  here,  with  the  abolition  of  this  punishment, 
crimes  and  violence  are  not  more  common  than  before ;  people 
are  just  as  secure,  the  law  is  upheld  by  public  opinion,  and 
the  elected  Governors  of  three  States,  after  the  experience 
of  these  years,  are  enabled  to  write  me  letters  like  these, 
so  satisfactory  and  so  conclusive  with  regard  to  the  effect 
of  the  experiment  as  it  has  been  tried  with  them. 

The  special  cases  that  have  been  mentioned  to-night  with 
regard  to  executions  have  not  been  by  any  means  the  most 
fearful  that  have  occurred.  There  was  a  case  last  year  at 
Chester  of  so  revolting  a  nature  that  I  should  be  afraid  to 
state  the  details  to  the  House.  I  think  it  is  hardly  con¬ 
ceivable  that  a  Christian  gentleman,  a  governor  of  a  gaol, 
and  a  clergyman,  another  Christian  gentleman,  should  be  con¬ 
cerned  in  such  a  dreadful  catastrophe  as  then  took  place.  Sir, 
if  there  be  fiends  below,  how  it  must  rejoice  them  to  discover 
that,  after  the  law  of  gentleness  and  love  has  been  preached  on 
earth  for  eighteen  hundred  years,  such  a  scene  as  that  could 
be  enacted  in  our  day  in  one  of  the  most  civilized  and  re¬ 
nowned  cities  of  this  country.  And  these  are  cases  which  will 
happen  again  if  this  law  remains ;  and  all  the  difficulties 
which  the  right  lion.  Gentleman  has  alluded  to  to-night  and 
on  previous  occasions  are  difficulties  inseparable  from  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  this  punishment. 
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The  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  referred  to  one  or  two 
cases ;  the  noble  Lord  opposite  (Lord  Henry  Lennox)  has 
likewise  referred  to  one  or  two.  The  case  at  Glasgow,  the 
case  at  Derby,  tlie  recent  case  in  London,  and  the  recent 
case  at  Warwick,  are  cases  which  move  whole  populations ; 
and,  if  that  be  so,  how  can  any  man  argue  that  this  law  is  in 
a  satisfactory  state,  or  that  this  punishment  can  he  wisely 
and  beneficially  administered  and  executed  in  this  country  ? 
Parliament,  unfortunately — we  need  not  disguise  it,  and  I 
will  not  at  any  rate  conceal  it — Parliament  has  been  very 
heedless  upon  this  question.  Secretaries  of  State  have  gone 
on  from  year  to  year  hobbling,  as  it  were,  through  the 
performance  of  their  duties  with  great  pain  to  themselves,  and 
yet  they  have  never  had  the  courage  to  ask  Parliament  to 
consider  whether  the  system  might  not  be  entirely  abolished. 
Does  not  every  man  now  feel  that  it  is  in  opposition  to  the 
sentiment  of  what  I  will  call — and  I  think  I  may  say  it  with¬ 
out  disparaging  anybody — the  most  moral  and  religious 
population  of  this  country,  the  men  who  have  led  the  advance 
during  the  past  century  in  every  contest  that  we  have  had 
with  ignorance,  and  crime,  and  cruelty,  in  whatsoever  shape  it 
has  shown  itself  ?  And  every  day  they  are  becoming  more 
and  more  estranged  from  the  spirit  and  operation  of  this  law. 

Whenever  there  are  paragraphs  floating  about  in  the  news¬ 
papers  that  on  the  15th  or  the  35th  of  such  a  month  such  an 
one  is  to  meet  his  doom  for  some  crime,  however  foul,  there  is 
in  every  city,  in  every  parish,  and  in  almost  every  house  in 
this  country  where  there  is  any  regard  to  humanity  and  to 
Christianity,  a  feeling  of  doubt  as  to  whether  this  law  is 
right,  and  a  feeling  of- disgust  and  horror  amongst  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  the  best  portion  of  our  people.  Now,  merciful 
laws  are,  in  my  opinion,  the  very  highest  testimony  to  any 
Government,  as  I  likewise  think  that  they  are  the  highest 
blessing  a  people  can  enjoy.  I  believe  they  give  security  to 
a  Government,  and  they  solfcen  and  humanise  the  people. 
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All  the  steps  that  have  been  taken  in  this  direction  have  been 
so  successful,  that  I  wonder  that  even  the  hon.  gentleman  the 
late  Lord  Mayor  of  London  should  not  himself  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  after  all  we  could  still  sleep  comfortably 
in  our  beds  if  men  were  not  hanged;  and  that,  if  the  law 
were  gentle  and  merciful  whilst  it  was  just,  we  should  find 
gradually  growing  up  in  the  minds  of  all  classes  a  greater 
dislike  to  crime  and  violence,  and  a  greater  reverence  for 
human  life. 

Benjamin  Franklin,  a  great  authority  on  matters  of  this 
nature,  said  that  the  virtues  are  all  parts  of  a  circle ;  that 
whatever  is  humane  is  wise;  whatever  is  wise  is  just;  and 
whatever  is  wise,  just,  and  humane,  will  he  found  to  he  the 
true  interests  of  States,  whether  criminals  or  foreign  enemies 
are  the  objects  of  their  legislation.  Would  any  one  of  us  like 
to  go  hack  to  the  barbarism  of  that  time  when  Charles  Wesley 
wrote  a  note  to  the  celebrated  and  excellent  John  Fletcher, 
the  Vicar  of  Madeley,  in  1776?  We  were  then  trying  to 
keep  the  empire  together,  and  neglecting  this  great  work  at 
home.  He  says  :  — 

‘  A  fortnight  ago  I  preached  a  condemned  sermon  to  about  twenty  criminals, 
and  every  one  of  them,  I  had  good  grounds  to  believe,  died  penitent.  Twenty 
more  must  die  next  week.’ 

And  there  were  then  occasions  on  which  twenty  were 
hanged,  not  one  of  whom  had  been  convicted  of  the  crime 
of  murder.  Have  we  not  from  that  time  made  great  and 
salutary  and  satisfactory  advances  in  this  question  ?  Is  there 
any  man  who  wants  to  turn  back  to  the  barbarism  of  that 
day  ?  But  if  you  turn  back  to  the  Secretaries  of  State  of  that 
day,  or  to  the  Judges  of  that  day,  or  even  to  the  Bishops  of 
that  day,  you  will  find  that  they  had  just  the  same  sort  of 
arguments  in  favour  of  the  barbarism  in  which  they  were  then 
concerned  that  the  right  hon.  Gentleman,  I  suppose  forced  by 
the  necessities  of  his  office,  has  offered  to  the  House  to-night. 

I  confess  I  wonder  that  all  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has 
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gone  through  in  these  painful  cases  has  not  driven  him 
stark  mad  many  times.  I  wonder  that  it  has  not  driven 
him  to  the  table  of  this  House  to  propose,  under  the  solemn 
feelings  with  which  he  must  often  have  been  impressed, 
that  the  House  should  take  into  consideration  whether 
this  vast  evil — as  I  believe  it  to  he — might  not  he  put  an 
end  to.  Is  the  Englishman  worse  than  every  other  man  ? 
Is  this  nation  worse  than  other  nations  ?  Cannot  the  lenient 
laws  practised  with  perfect  safety  in  every  other — not  every 
other,  hut  in  many  other  of  the  nations  of  the  world — he 
practised  in  this  nation,  and  at  the  same  time  leave  us  per¬ 
fectly  secure — at  least  as  much  so  as  we  are  at  present  ?  I 
say  we  may  wash  vengeance  and  blood  from  our  code  without 
difficulty  and  without  danger. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  is  willing  to  appoint  a  Com¬ 
mission — he  prefers  it  to  a  Committee,  and  I  will  not  contest 
the  point  with  him  if  the  Commission  be  a  fair  Commission  ; 
hut  I  should  not  like  to  see  it  a  Commission  of  Judges. 
I  do  not  wish  to  speak  disrespectfully  of  Judges.  I  agree 
with  what  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  has  said,  that  with 
the  exception  of  a  case  or  two,  perhaps,  in  one’s  lifetime,  we 
notice  nothing  on  the  bench  hut  that  which  is  honourable 
to  the  Judges  of  this  country;  and  I  would  say  that  the 
Judges  of  this  country  may  he  compared  with  advantage  pro¬ 
bably  with  the  Judges  of  any  other  country.  But  Judges  are 
but  men.  Several  of  them,  as  a  proof  of  that,  have  been 
Members  of  this  House.  And  I  am  free  to  confess  that  the 
feelings  I  had  when  I  was  a  schoolboy  at  York,  and  first  went 
to  an  Assize  trial,  and  saw  a  venerable  old  gentleman  on 
the  bench,  and  in  his  wig,  were  those  of  utter  awe  and 
astonishment ;  but  those  feelings  have  been  considerably 
modified  by  my  experience  of  many  of  the  present  Judges 
when  they  were  Members  of  this  House.  But  we  know 
that  Judges  are  like  other  men  in  this— they  have  trodden 
a  certain  path  which  has  led  them  to  the  honourable 
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position  which  they  hold.  They  are  there,  not  to  make  law, 
but  to  administer  it ;  and  they  are  disposed  to  adhere  to 
the  law,  as  they  have  studied  it  and  administered  it.  Some 
of  them  are  not  desirous,  perhaps,  to  express  an  opinion,  like 
the  noble  Lord  the  father  of  the  hon.  and  learned  Member  for 
Tiverton  (Mr.  Denman).  They  are  strongly  attached  to  that 
system  which  they  have  been  administering ;  and,  as  I  said 
at  the  becrinnins:  of  the  observations  I  have  offered  to  the 
House,  they  have  been  in  all  past  times — not  all  of  them, 
but  a  majority  of  them — generally  opposed  to  the  ameliora¬ 
tion  of  our  Criminal  Code. 

Although,  therefore,  I  believe  that  at  this  moment  there 
are  more  Judges  on  the  bench  who  are  in  favour  of  the 
abolition  of  capital  punishment,  yet  I  should  not  like  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  to  leave  the  inquiry  into  this  question 
entirely  or  even  to  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  bench. 
There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  a  Judge  is  more  competent 
to  give  an  opinion  on  this  question  than  any  other  intelligent, 
educated,  and  observing  man;  nor  would  I  admit  that  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  himself,  who  is  in  his  person  the  whole 
bench  of  Judges,  is  more  capable  of  giving  an  opinion  than 
any  other  Member  of  this  House  who  has  paid  long  and 
careful  attention  to  this  subject.  Therefore,  I  hope  that  if 
the  right  hon.  Gentleman  does  appoint  a  Commission  he  will 
put  upon  it — I  do  not  say  men  who  have  not  an  opinion  on 
one  side  or  the  other,  for  men  who  have  no  opinion  at  all  are 
not  likely  to  give  any  worth  hearing — but  men  in  whom  the 
House  and  the  country,  and  those  in  the  House  who  are 
against  capital  punishment,  may  have  confidence,  feeling  that 
they  will  take  evidence  from  every  source  whence  it  could 
be  fairly  offered  to  them,  and  that  they  will  give  to  the 
House  and  the  Government  a  fair  opinion  on  that  evidence  in 
their  report. 

If  that  be  done  I  am  quite  certain  that  the  result  will  be  a 
great  improvement  of  the  law,  although  if  may  not  carry  it 
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to  the  point  which  my  lion.  Friend  the  Member  tor  Dumfries 
has  so  long"  desired  to  carry  it.  But  I  should  he  very  thankful 
if  so  much  is  accomplished ;  and  if  ever  we  come  to  that 
point,  I  have  confidence  too  that  even  you  Gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site,  who  are  so  very  timid,  always  fancying  that  the  ice  is 
going  to  break  under  you,  will  he  induced  to  go  further  than 
you  seem  inclined  to  do  now ;  and  perhaps  the  ten  or 
twelve  wretched  men  who  are  now  hanged  annually  may 
he  brought  down  to  three  or  four,  and  at  last  we  may  come 
unanimously  to  the  opinion,  that  the  security  of  public  or 
private  life  in  England  does  not  depend  upon  the  public 
strangling  of  three  or  four  poor  wretches  every  year. 
This  Parliament  is  about  to  expire,  I  suppose,  before  very 
long— though  some  say  it  is  to  endure  during  another 
session ;  I  should  he  glad  indeed  if  it  might  be  said  of  this 
Parliament  at  some  future  time,  that  it  had  dared  to  act  upon 
the  true  lessons,  and  not  upon  the  superstitions  of  the  past ; 
and  that  it  might  be  declared  to  he  the  Parliament  which  de¬ 
stroyed  the  scaffold  and  the  gallows,  in  order  that  it  might 
teach  the  people  that  human  life  is  sacred,  and  that  on  that 
principle  alone  can  human  life  he  secuied. 


THE  PERMISSIVE  BILL. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  JUNE  8,  18G4. 
From  Hansard. 


[The  1  Permissive  Bill’  was  a  measure  introduced  by  some  of  the  friends  ot 
Temperance,  to  enable  a  certain  proportion  of  the  population  of  a  parish,  by 
vote,  to  shut  up  Public-houses,  and  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors  within  the  parish.] 

I  think  my  lion.  Friend  tlie  Member  for  Carlisle  (Mr.  Law- 
son)  has  at  least  no  reason  to  complain  of  the  manner  m 
which  the  House  has  listened  to  the  statement  which  he  has 
made  on  behalf  of  his  clients  throughout  the  country.  The 
House  has  listened  to  his  speech  in  a  manner  which  proves 
that  this  is  a  question  which  is  getting  more  hold  of  the 
mind  of  the  country  than  it  had  some  time  ago,  and  that 
it  cannot  be  treated  as  the  vision  of  a  few  wild  enthu¬ 
siasts.  Everybody  will  agree  that  the  evil  which  the  hon. 
Member  has  to  some  extent  explained  is  a  very  grievous 
one  in  almost  every  part  of  the  country ;  and  more  I  believe 
every  Member  will  say  that  if  any  measures  could  be  taken 
that  did  not  violate  any  of  the  recognised  principles  on  which 
this  House  acts,  to  help  those  who  are  making  great  exertions 
to  change  the  people  of  this  country  from  their  past  and, 
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I  fear,  their  present  condition  into  a  happier  state,  such 
measures  ought  to  be  sanctioned. 

I  believe  there  are  only  two  modes  of  remedy  j  the  first 
of  which  is  the  improvement  and  instruction  of  the  people, 
and  the  second,  the  special  legislation  of  this  House.  I 
am  one  of  those  who  look  rather  to  the  improvement  and 
education  of  the  people  for  a  permanent  remedy — and  I 
think  that  it  is  quite  conclusive  that  this  must  he  the  sheet- 
anchor,  as  it  were,  of  this  question.  There  are  hon.  Members 
of  this  House  older  than  I  am,  but  I  am  old  enough  to 
remember  when  among  those  classes  with  which  we  are 
more  familiar  than  with  the  working-people,  drunkenness  was 
ten  or  twenty  times  more  common  than  it  is  at  present. 
I  have  been  in  this  House  twenty  years,  and  during  that 
time  I  have  often  partaken  of  the  hospitality  of  various 
Members  of  the  House,  and  I  may  assert  that  during  the 
whole  of  those  twenty  years  I  have  no  recollection  of  having 
seen  one  single  person  at  any  gentleman’s  table  who  has 
been  in  the  condition  which  would  be  at  all  fairly  described 
by  saying  that  he  was  drunk.  And  I  may  say  more — that 
I  do  not  recollect  more  than  two  or  three  occasions  during 
that  time  in  which  I  have  observed,  by  the  thickness  of 
utterance,  rapidity  of  talking,  or  perhaps  a  somewhat  reck¬ 
lessness  of  conversation,  that  any  gentleman  had  taken  so 
much  as  to  impair  his  judgment.  That  is  not  the  state  of 
things  which  prevailed  in  this  country  fifty  or  sixty  years 
ago.  We  know,  therefore,  as  respects  this  class  of  persons, 
who  can  always  obtain  as  much  of  these  pernicious  articles 
as  they  desire  to  have,  because  price  to  them  is  no  object, 
that  temperance  has  made  great  way,  and  if  it  were  possible 
now  to  make  all  classes  in  this  country  as  temperate  as  those 
of  whom  I  have  just  spoken,  we  should  be  amongst  the  very 
soberest  nations  of  the  earth. 

But  it  may  be  said  after  all  this,  that  there  is  something 
still  to  be  done  by  special  legislation — and  I  am  not  disposed 
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to  contradict  that ;  and  if  any  Member  were  to  contradict  it, 
it  would  be  going  in  the  face  of  experience,  and  certainly 
in  the  face  of  the  opinion  which  has  been  universally  held 
by  this  House.  All  our  legislation  on  this  question  has  been 
special.  My  hon.  Friend  says  he  thinks  no  one  would  dare 
to  propose  to  make  the  sale  of  intoxicating  drinks  free — as 
free  for  example  as  the  sale  of  bread,  potatoes,  or  any  of 
the  articles  of  ordinary  consumption.  If  we  required  no 
taxes  I  do  not  know  how  we  should  treat  this  question ;  but, 
requiring  taxes  as  we  do,  it  has  been  thought  in  this  country, 
and  I  suspect  in  most  other  countries  too — certainly  in  many — 
that  there  is  nothing  upon  which  taxes  can  be  levied  with 
greater  advantage  (if  I  may  use  the  term  ‘advantage'’  in 
connection  with  the  levying  of  any  taxes)  as  upon  articles 
of  an  intoxicating  quality.  But  having  levied  these  taxes, 
and  finding  the  consumption  is  large,  the  Government  finds 
it  also  necessary  to  provide  certain  superintendence  by  the 
police;  because,  unfortunately,  wherever  the  sale  of  these 
articles  is  considerable,  there  is  found  to  be  a  state  of  things 
which  is  not  favourable  to  obedience  to  the  law,  and  which 
magistrates,  policemen,  and  the  law  are  called  in  to  avert 
and  prevent. 

We  have  this  special  legislation  now,  and  my  hon.  Friend 
says  that  not  less  than  four  hundred  Acts  of  Parliament  dealing 
with  this  question  have  been  before  the  House  :  not  all  of  them 
with  a,  view  of  preventing  the  consumption  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  but  all  showing  what  a  constant  and  incessant  atten¬ 
tion  Parliament  has  been  obliged  to  pay  to  this  subject.  Now 
we  come  to  the  system  as  we  find  it,  and  ask  ourselves,  Can 
anything  more  be  done  ?  Under  the  present  system,  if  a 
man  wishes  to  sell  beer  only,  ’  he  gets  six  of  his  neighbours 
to  sign  a  recommendation  that  he  is  a  suitable  and  respectable 
man.  I  believe  also  the  rent  of  his  house  has  something  to 
do  with  it,  as  indicating  that  he  is  a  man  not  absolutely 
without  means  and  character.  But  if  he  wishes  to  sell  wine 
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and  spirits  lie  must  ask  the  magistrates  for  a  licence,  and 
the  licence  is  renewable  from  year  to  year.  I  think  it  may 
be  generally  said  that  this  system  is  not  satisfactory  to 
people  throughout  the  country.  There  are  many  magistrates 
who  condemn  the  system  of  which  they  are  a  part;  and  in 
many  towns  it  is  said — and  I  think  upon  inquiry  we  should 
find  it  to  be  true — that  the  magistrates  give  licences  too 
freely;  and  men  who  live  in  quiet  streets  of  a  town  are 
angry  with  the  magistrates  for  giving  licences  to  houses 
which  are  not  needed.  We  also  find  that  there  is  a  great 
diversity  of  action,  for  in  some  villages,  towns,  and  districts, 
public-houses  are  much  more  numerous  than  in  others ;  and 
at  the  same  time  there  is  a  complaint  that  in  giving  licences 
for  the  sale  of  beer  the  recommendation  of  six  benevolent 
neighbours  is  given  more  through  kindness  to  the  applicant 
than  kindness  to  the  great  bulk  of  the  neighbourhood.  In 
some  cases  the  number  of  beer-houses  has  been  unnecessarily 
and  mischievously  increased. 

And  now  what  does  my  lion.  Friend  propose?  He  pro¬ 
poses  something  that  is  entirely  distinct,  and  to  some 
extent  a  revolutionary  measure,  with  regard  to  this  system. 
He  proposes  that  two-thirds  of  the  rate-payers  of  any  dis¬ 
trict,  parish,  or  town  shall  have  the  power  to  decide 
the  whole  of  this  question;  and  I  think  when  the  lion. 
Gentleman  stated  that  proposal,  an  hon.  Gentleman  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House,  and  an  hon.  Gentleman  sitting  near 
me,  made  gestures  as  if  they  thought  the  rate-payers  did 
not  represent  the  working-classes.  But  the  working-classes 
are  ratepayers  in  a  larger  number  than  any  other  class, 
for  they  are  generally  married  and  have  families,  and  live 
in  houses  that  pay  taxes;  and  therefore  if  you  take  the 
opinion  of  the  rate-payers  of  this  country  on  any  question, 
you  take  in  as  clear  a  manner  as  possible  the  opinion  of  the 
people  of  the  country.  Well,  my  hon.  Friend  proposes  that 
two-tliirds  shall  decide; — but  decide  what?  By  this  Bill, 
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they  are  to  decide  first  of  all  whether  any  new  licences 
shall  he  granted  in  the  district  to  which  the  vote  applies — 
that  is,  whether  this  Act  shall  be  in  force  in  the  district — 
and  they  are  to  decide  further  whether  any  of  the  persons 
now  licensed  shall  have  those  licences  renewed  at  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  present  year.  [‘No,  noF  ‘  Hear,  hear  P] 

That  is  what  I  understand  by  the  Bill.  I  believe  all 
licences  are  merely  granted  for  selling  drink  from  year  to 
year.  I  think  it  was  one  of  the  statements  of  the  licensed 
victuallers  that  the  magistrates  had  the  absolute  control  over 
them,  and  that  there  was  no  appeal  from  their  decision,  and 
every  year  the}"  could  refuse  to  renew  any  licences  if  they 
thought  fit.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  my  lion.  Friend  pro¬ 
poses  a  Bill  which  affects  some  scores  of  thousands  of  per¬ 
sons  and  some  millions  of  property,  the  measure  which  he 
proposes  being  entirely  different,  I  think,  from  anything 
which  has  ever  been  proposed  or  sanctioned  by  the  House 
with  regard  to  any  other  description  of  property  or  any 
other  interest.  Therefore,  however  sanguine  I  may  be  as  to 
what  I  must  call  the  violent  success  of  his  measure,  and  how¬ 
ever  desirous  I  may  be  to  carry  out  his  object,  I  do  not  think 
it  likely  that  the  House  of  Commons  will  consent  to  such 
a  proposition  as  that. 

What  is  meant  by  the  representative  system  is  not  that  you 
should  have  the  vote  of  thousands  of  persons  taken  upon  a 
particular  question  of  legislation,  but  that  you  should  have 
men  selected  from  those  thousands  having  the  confidence  of 
the  majority  of  the  thousands,  and  that  they  should  meet  and 
should  discuss  questions  for  legislation,  and  should  decide 
what  measures  should  be  enacted  ;  and  therefore  in  this 
particular  question  I  should  object  altogether  to  disposing  of 
the  interest  of  a  great  many  men,  and  of  a  great  many 
families,  and  of  a  great  amount  of  property — I  should  object 
altogether  to  allow  such  a  matter  to  be  decided  by  the  vote  of 
two-thirds  of  the  rate-payers  of  any  parish  or  town.  By  this 
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Bill  they  would  have  the  power  to  shut  up  at  once,  or  rather 
at  the  end  of  the  current  year,  as  far  as  the  sale  of  these 
articles  is  concerned,  every  hotel,  inn,  public-house,  and  beer- 
shop  throughout  the  country.  I  say  throughout  the  country, 
but  of  course  I  allude  to  such  subdivisions  of  the  country  as 
the  Bill  may  indicate.  There  would  of  course  be  a  difference, 
for  some  parishes  would  shut  them  up,  and  some  would  not ; 
but  that  is  not  very  much  an  argument  against  the  Bill.  But 
there  might  be,  and  I  think  there  would  be,  in  all  proba¬ 
bility,  sudden,  capricious,  and  unjust  action  under  this  Bill, 
which  would  have  a  very  unfortunate  effect  upon  the  interests 
of  those  immediately  concerned  ;  and  I  think  it  might  also 
create  throughout  the  country  violent  discussions  on  the 
question,  and  I  am  afraid  might  even  produce  a  great  and 
pernicious  re-action  against  the  very  honest  and  good  objects 
which  my  hon.  Friend  desires  to  carry  out.  For  that  reason, 
as  a  Member  of  this  House,  representing  a  very  large  consti¬ 
tuency,  and  having  my  sympathies  entirely  with  those  who 
are  endeavouring  to  promote  temperance  amongst  the  people, 
and  after  much  consideration  on  this  subject,  I  have  never  yet 
seen  my  way  at  all  to  give  a  vote  which  would  tend  to  pass  a 
measure  such  as  that  now  proposed  to  the  House. 

But  then  if  there  be  persons  who  think  that  the  sale  of 
these  articles  is  in  itself  absolutely  evil  and  immoral — and  I 
did  not  understand  nrp  hon.  Friend  to  hold  that  opinion,  or  to 
have  stated  it  to  the  House — but  if  there  be  persons  of  that 
opinion,  they,  of  course,  will  not  be  influenced  by  any  argu¬ 
ments  of  mine.  I  do  not  hold  that  opinion — and  I  think  the 
friends  of  temperance  throughout  this  country  make  a  great 
mistake  when  they  argue  their  cause  on  that  ground.  There 
is  abundant  ground  on  which  to  argue  this  question  on  which 
no  man  can  assail  or  controvert  them,  and  it  is  unfortunate 
for  a  great  and  good  cause  that  any  of  its  enthusiastic  but 
illogical  advocates  should  select  arguments  which  cannot 
_  fairly  be  sustained. 
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Now,  the  question  comes,  if  this  Bill  were  disposed  of, — is 
there  nothing-  which  the  House  could  do  to  meet  the  growing 
opinion  in  many  parts  of  the  country  that  public-houses  and 
beer-shops  are  often  established  with  pernicious  influence  upon 
the  district,  and  in  far  greater  numbers  than  the  fair  wants  of 
the  people  demand?  I  bring  no  charge  against  the  magis¬ 
trates.  So  far  as  I  have  seen,  with  some  few  exceptions  of 
which  we  have  heard,  they  perform  their  duty,  and  a  dis¬ 
agreeable  duty  it  is,  as  well  as  any  body  of  men  to  whom  you 
could  intrust  it.  With  regard  to  the  householders,  they  are 
very  likely  to  give  recommendations  with  more  regard  to  the 
persons  themselves  than  to  the  wants  of  the  public.  Judging 
from  the  evidence  brought  before  the  committees  of  this 
House,  it  must  be  admitted  that  public  opinion  does  not  en¬ 
tirely  agree  with  the  mode  which  is  at  present  in  existence  for 
the  granting  of  licences,  whether  they  be  for  public-houses  or 
beer-houses ;  and  looking  at  the  course  which  the  Government 
has  taken — I  do  not  mean  this  Government  in  particular,  but 
the  course  Parliament  has  taken  in  past  times — I  do  not  see 
any  reason  why  the  public  opinion  of  every  city,  town,  and 
district  should  not  have  something  to  say  with  regard  to  this 
matter. 

Some  time  ago,  when  I  was  down  at  Birmingham,  a  large 
number  of  persons  connected  with  this  question  had  an  inter¬ 
view  with  me  and  with  my  hon.  Colleague.  We  had  a  long 
discussion  on  the  question,  and  I  explained  to  them  what  I 
now  wish  to  explain  to  the  House — that  although  objecting 
to  the  Bill  on  the  grounds  which  I  have  stated,  yet  it  does 
appear  to  me  that  the  House  might  proceed  a  step  further 
than  it  has  already  done,  and  intrust  to  the  ordinary  local 
p-overninff  bodies  of  the  cities,  towns,  and  boroughs  through- 
out  the  kingdom  the  decision  of  this  question,  with  regard 
to  the  opening  of  public-houses  and  beer-shops,  and  the 
o-rantinp-  of  licences  within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction. 

O  O 

You  cannot  put  this  power  into  the  hands  oi  the  Secretary  of 
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State  or  the  Lord  Chancellor,  as  you  do  the  appointment 
of  magistrates  ;  and  you  cannot  remove  it  from  twenty 
magistrates  and  put  it  into  the  hands  of  some  half-dozen 
men  in  the  same  neighbourhood.  You  can  make  no  change 
from  where  you  are,  unless  you  intrust  to  the  municipal 
council,  or  some  committee  of  the  municipal  council,  in  the 
various  boroughs,  the  power  of  determining  the  number  of 
licences  for  the  sale  of  wine  and  spirits  or  beer. 

If  you  were  to  intrust  it  to  the  Council,  instead  of  to  the  full 
vote  of  the  rate-payers,  as  proposed  by  the  Bill,  I  think  you 
would  avoid  everything  like  a  sudden  and  violent  interference 
with  property,  and  you  would  also  avoid  the  capricious  action 
which  might  take  place  if  two-thirds  of  the  rate-payeis 
were  to  judge  this  question,  and  you  would  give  to  the 
whole  body  of  the  rate-payers  through  their  representatives 
in  their  municipal  councils,  the  determination  of  a  question 
which  every  day  is  becoming  more  important  with  the 
great  masses  of  the  people  of  this  country.  I  know  no  pro¬ 
posal  which  could  be  made  from  the  point  where  we  now 
stand  to  the  point  of  the  Bill  of  my  lion.  Friend  except  the 
one  which  I  have  suggested.  Generally,  the  municipal 
councils  in  this  country  perform  their  duties  with  admirable 
success,  and  there  is  no  Bill  passed  in  this  century  which  has 
been  more  successful  than  the  one  which  the  House  passed  to 
reform  the  corporations.  If  they  had  this  further  power,  I 
think  it  would  add  to  their  influence  and  dignity ;  and,  in  all 
probability,  the  opinions  of  the  people  would  be  fairly  carried 
out  in  reference  to  this  question.  But  there  is  another 
question.  Hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  may  say  that  this 
could  not  be  done  in  the  rural  districts,  where  there  are  no 
corporations,  and  therefore  my  suggestion  could  not  apply. 
But  I  think  if  it  were  attempted  in  the  towns,  and  it  was 
found  more  advantageous  and  successful  than  the  present 
system,  something  could  be  found  before  long  to  extend  the 
new  system  to  the  agricultural  districts  as  well :  but  if  that 
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should  be  found  impracticable,  it  is  no  reason  for  debarring 
the  towns  from  the  benefit. 

I  should  not  have  brought  such  a  question  as  this  before 
the  House,  and  I  am  not  so  sanguine  of  the  result  of  these 
changes  as  what  I  may  call  the  Temperance  party  in  this 
House.  I  have  not  that  faith  in  any  act  of  the  Legislature  on 
this  subject  which  my  lion.  Friend  has.  I  believe  in  the 
effects  of  the  instruction  of  the  people,  and  of  the  improve¬ 
ment  which  is  gradually  taking-  place  amongst  them.  I  think 
that  drunkenness  is  not  on  the  increase,  but  rather  is  de¬ 
clining;  and  I  hope,  whether  the  law  be  altered  or  not,  we 
shall  find  our  working-classes  becoming  more  and  more  sober 
than  in  past  times.  But  as  I  have  on  many  occasions  been 
before  the  public  favouring  the  efforts  of  the  advocates  of 
temperance,  I  have  felt  bound  to  state  the  reasons  why  I 
cannot  give  my  vote  in  favour  of  this  Bill,  and  to  suggest 
what  the  House  might  do  by  way  of  giving  to  the  people 
through  their  municipal  councils  control  over  this  question. 
By  doing  this  you  might  promote  temperance  among  the 
people,  and  at  the  same  time  avoid  a  great  and  manifest 
injustice  to  thousands  of  persons  now  engaged  in  this  trade, 
whose  property  would  be  rendered  uncertain  if  not  altogether 
destroyed  if  the  Bill  of  the  hon.  Gentleman  should  receive 
the  sanction  of  the  House. 
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ECCLESIASTICAL  TITLES  BILL. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  MAY  12,  1851. 
From,  Hansard. 


[The  Ecclesiastical  Titles  Bill  was  a  measure  to  prohibit  Catholic  Bishops 
from  assuming  any  title  from  any  place  or  territory  within  the  United 
Kingdom.  A  Papal  Edict  had  recently  created  an  Archbishop  of  West¬ 
minster,  and  this  caused  a  ferment  or  panic  in  the  country,  which  was  much 
stimulated  by  a  letter  from  Lord  John  Russell,  then  Prime  Minister,  to 
the  Bishop  of  Durham.  The  Bill  passed  by  large  majorities,  but  it  has 
been  wholly  ineffectual,  is  now  obsolete,  and  will  probably  shortly  be 
repealed.] 


I  am  exceedingly  glad  that  the  discussion  has  taken  the 
turn  which  it  has  now  assumed ;  for  as  the  proposition  before 
the  House  is  that  the  Speaker  should  leave  the  Chair,  this 
appears  to  me  a  very  fitting  time  to  discuss  the  principle  of 
the  Bill,  and  the  propriety  of  taking  any  further  steps  with 
regard  to  it,  I  was  much  struck  with  an  observation  of  the 
right  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Ripon  in  a  foimei 
debate,  that  it  is  an  extremely  dangerous  thing  for  a  Govern¬ 
ment  to  he  legislating  upon  the  idea  that  it  is  forced  to  do 
something  with  regard  to  a  particular  question,  without 
knowing  either  exactly  what  it  has  to  do,  or  how  it  ought  to 
do  it.  There  is  great  practical  wisdom  in  that  observation. 

I  will  turn  hack  to  some  of  the  proceedings  connected  with 
this  question.  The  noble  Lord  at  the  head  of  the  Govern- 


472 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


MAY  12, 


ment  commenced  the  fray  by  his  celebrated  letter ;  and  any 
stranger  to  the  country  who  read  that  letter  must  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  some  great  outrage  had  been  committed. 
Within  a  week  after  the  publication  of  that  letter,  the  noble 
Lord,  the  chief  officers  of  the  Crown,  and  some  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  Judges,  including  the  Lord  High  Chancellor  and  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  assembled 
round  the  festive  board  of  the  chief  magistrate  of  the  City  of 
London;  and  there  language  was  used  which,  to  say  the 
least,  should  not  have  been  employed  by  sedate  and  learned 
men  accustomed  to  administer  justice,  whether  it  was  used  in 
seriousness  or  in  joke. 

I  must  here  remark,  however,  that  I  am  not  at  all 
astonished  at  anything  which  takes  place  in  connection  with 
such  a  question  at  the  Mansion  House  of  the  City  of  London, 
for,  if  I  am  not  misinformed,  the  Mansion  House  was  built 
out  of  fines  extorted  from  Nonjurors,  from  Protestant  Dis¬ 
senters,  and,  to  a  large  extent,  from  the  society  of  which  I  am 
a  member,  between  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  Uniformity  and 
the  passing  of  the  Act  of  Toleration.  There  is  another  curious 
fact  connected  with  that  building.  One  hundred  and  ten 
years  ago,  when  a  proposition  was  made  to  build  it,  the  Earl 
of  Burlington  of  that  day  presented  to  the  Common  Council 
an  admirable  design  by  an  Italian  architect ;  but  the  architect 
being  an  Italian,  and  his  name, f  Palladio/  possibly  suggesting 
Home,  his  design,  which  was  the  best  offered,  was  rejected 
by  the  Corporation,  though  he  had  been  dead  150  years. 

I  have  observed  almost  all  that  has  appeared  in  the 
papers  during  the  agitation  of  this  question,  and  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying  that  as  yet  there  has  been  no  logical 
definition  of  the  injury  that  has  been  inflicted  on  this 
country,  and  no  agreement  as  to  any  remedy  which  Parlia¬ 
ment  could  provide.  I  may  say  the  same  for  the  leading 
articles  in  the  newspapers,  from  the  Times  down  to  the 
humblest  country  paper.  Not  one  has  proposed  an  intelligible 
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remedy  for  the  grievance.  Certain  specifics,  indeed,  have  been 
proposed  ont  of  doors ;  but  the  noble  Lord  has  not  been 
so  imprudent  as  to  accept  them.  The  celebrated  Dr.  Cam¬ 
ming,  among  the  rest,  proposed  that  Cardinal  Wiseman 
should  he  packed  off  to  Italy  in  a  man-of-war,  with  Admiral 
Harcourt  as  commander.  The  choice  was  perhaps  happy, 
because  Admiral  Harcourt  is  the  son  of  a  man  who,  while  a 
bishop  in  the  dominant  Church,  received  no  less  than  three- 
quarters  of  a  million  of  money  ;  and  therefore  it  is  no  wonder 
that  his  son  should  be  hostile  to  any  rival  in  so  profitable  a 
calling. 

I  will  not  allude  particularly  to  the  speeches  made  by  certain 
distinguished  individuals,  to  the  burnings  in  effigy  or  to  the 
threats  of  serving  Cardinal  Wiseman  as  a  certain  Austrian 
general  had  been  served.  I  give  the  noble  Lord  credit  for 
being  too  wise  to  follow  such  counsel.  But  after  the  noble 
Lord  wrote  his  celebrated  letter,  he  has  had  three  months  for 
quiet  deliberation  whether  in  Downing-street  or  Windsor ; 
and  at  the  end  of  that  three  months  we  have  the  noble  Lord^s 
speech,  which  is  not  about  the  Papal  rescript,  the  real  matter 
in  hand,  but  about  various  matters  that  have  occurred  on  the 
other  side  of  the  Channel.  The  noble  Lord  is  now  conscious 
of  the  difficulty,  and  cannot  withdraw  Ireland  without  over¬ 
throwing  the  whole  speech  upon  which  his  legislation  is 
founded. 

The  noble  Lord  objects  to  the  synod  of  Thurles.  I  do  not 
wish  to  see  such  synods,  or  anything  else  which  interferes 
with  education ;  but  if  the  two  Churches  are  compared,  we 
must  be  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Protestant  bishops 
and  clergy  are  quite  as  meddlesome  in  politics  as  the 
Catholics,  and  more  especially  upon  this  very  question  of 
national  education.  I  have,  while  in  the  south  of  Ireland, 
spoken  to  a  gentleman  who  is  a  county  magistrate  and  a 
chairman  of  a  board  of  guardians,  and  that  gentleman  has 
said  that  the  Established  clergy  have  committed  a  great  mis- 
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take  in  so  universally  rejecting  the  national  schools,  as  they 
have  by  such  conduct  thrown  them  wholly  into  the  hands 
of  the  priests.  W e  should  not  then  judge  too  harshly  of  the 
synod  of  Thurles  for  taking  a  different  view  of  education  from 
them,  more  especially  as  at  that  synod  the  votes  were  equally 
divided,  which  is  more  than  could  he  said  of  the  Established 
clergy  either  in  Ireland  or  in  England.  But  the  noble  Lord 
will  have  no  bishops  but  his  own  bishops,  of  whom  he  is  by 
turns  the  tyrant  and  the  vassal ;  while  the  bishops  of  Ireland, 
in  whom  the  people  have  confidence,  are  not  to  have  any 
opinion  on  this  question  of  education,  or,  if  they  have,  they 
are  not  to  express  it.  But  the  noble  Lord  lias  not  been  able 
clearly  to  define  the  matter  upon  which  he  is  going  to 
legislate.  He  has  had  to  cite  a  great  number  of  Acts,  to 
garnish  with  references  to  history,  and  menaces  from  other 
countries,  and  to  make  up  what  lawyers  call  a  cumulative  case, 
in  order  to  establish  even  the  slightest  reason  for  legislation. 

The  noble  Lord  admits  that  the  law  has  not  been  broken ; 
he  cannot  cite  any  instance  in  which  the  Catholic  bishops  of 
Ireland  have  broken  the  law.  I  thought  that  the  noble  Lord 
was  going  to  admit  that  as  the  law  has  not  been  broken,  no 
offence  has  been  committed,  instead  of  which  he  is  about  to 
ask  for  a  stringent  law  to  put  down  an  offence  which  has 
never  been  committed.  There  is  one  point  on  which  the  law 
has  been  broken,  and  that  is  in  the  importation  of  the  Bull ; 
but  with  that  offence  the  noble  Lord  will  not  interfere.  The 
language  of  the  Pope  is  complained  of  as  offensive ;  but 
have  priests  in  power  ever  used  any  other?  The  language 
is  offensive — such  language  as  might  have  been  used  by 
Hildebrand,  and  very  like  what  is  used  in  our  own  legal 
documents.  I  recollect  a  charge  of  libel  being  brought 
against  an  unfortunate  newspaper  editor,  in  which  he  was 
charged  with  every  imaginable  offence ;  but  that  was  the 
mere  formal  wording  of  the  legal  document.  So  it  is  with 
the  language  of  the  Pope.  Offensive,  aggressive  it  is — 
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such  as  T  despise  and  loathe ;  it  is  rather  a  form  than  a 
substance — hut  it  is  not  a  justification  for  the  present  attempt 
at  legislation.  But  the  noble  Lord  says  that  there  is  an 
attack  by  a  foreign  Power  on  the  supremacy  of  the  Crown. 
The  hon.  Member  for  Oldham  has  truly  observed  that  the 
Pope's  being  a  temporal  power  is  merely  an  accident.  The 
Pope  is  a  priest,  and  it  happens  unfortunately  that  he  is  also 
a  temporal  prince ;  but  if  he  were  at  Avignon,  or  Naples,  or 
Brazil,  or  even  in  the  town  of  Galway,  still  he  would  be  Pope 
and  priest,  and  would  have  precisely  the  same  power  over  the 
Catholic  world  as  he  has  at  present. 

The  supremacy  of  the  Queen  is,  in  the  sense  used  by  the 
noble  Lord,  no  better  than  a  fiction.  There  might  have 
been  such  a  supremacy  down  to  the  times  of  James  II, 
but  now  there  is  no  supremacy  but  that  of  the  three 
estates  of  the  realm,  and  the  supremacy  of  the  law.  The 
Queen  is  the  chief  of  the  Established  Church ;  but  that 
Church  has  not  been  assailed  either  in  its  wealth  or  power. 
The  Queen  has  not  the  power  of  making  Roman  Catholic 
bishops,  and  therefore  the  making  of  them  by  the  only  Power 
on  earth  that  has  authority  to  make  them,  is  no  invasion  of 
the  prerogative  of  the  Crown.  The  noble  Lord  says  that  the 
Pope  has  ignored  the  Established  Church  of  this  country,  and 
has  abolished  the  see  of  Canterbury.  But  the  Pope  has 
always  done  so ;  he  looks  upon  the  Church  of  England  as  an 
usurping  Church,  pretty  much  as  the  Church  of  England 
looks  upon  congregations  of  Dissenters.  Does  not  that 
Church,  when  appealing  to  the  House  on  the  plea  of  religious 
destitution,  reckon  up  the  population  in  a  district,  and  the 
number  of  Church  sittings,  without  taking  into  account  the 
number  of  dissenting  teachers,  or  of  dissenting  places  of  wor¬ 
ship  ?  It  is  thus  that  one  Church  always  treats  another ;  and 
it  is  one  of  the  unfortunate  proofs,  that  so  much  as  we  have 
of  Churches  and  of  religions,  the  true  spirit  of  Christianity  has 
made  very  little  way  amongst  the  Churches  of  the  woild. 
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I  am  not  one  of  those  who  think  there  is  any  strength  in  the 
argument  which  is  used  so  often,  that  bishops  in  ordinary 
are  not  necessary  for  the  effectual  working  of  the  Homan 
Catholic  Church.  I  am  no  friend  to  the  bishops  of  any 
Church.  But  my  individual  opinion  has  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  legislation  on  this  question.  I  am  not  so  pre¬ 
sumptuous  as  to  say  to  another  Church  that  bishops  are  not 
necessary  for  that  Church ;  and  if  bishops  are  necessary 
for  the  Anglican  Church,  who  can  say  they  are  not  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Church  of  Rome?  We  have  heard  much  of 
the  changing  of  vicars-apostolic  to  bishops  in  ordinary, 
and  I  wish  on  this  subject  to  read  an  extract  from  a 
letter  which  I  have  received  from  a  constituent  who  is  a 
learned  ecclesiastic  of  the  Romish  Church.  I  believe  that 
in  that  letter  it  is  conclusively  urged  that  the  change  from 
vicars-apostolic  to  bishops  in  ordinary  went  far  to  free  the 
bishops  from  the  arbitrary  supremacy  of  the  Pope,  and  to 
place  them  under  the  control  of  a  regularly-organised  code  of 
laws.  My  correspondent  says  that  the  principal  argument 
against  the  bishoprics  was  founded  on  the  assumption  that 
the  bishops  would  be  more  under  the  control  of  the  Pope 
than  the  vicars-apostolic.  That  is  wholly  erroneous.  The 
bishop  exercises  his  authority  in  virtue  of  his  office,  while 
the  vicar-apostolic  acts  as  the  mere  delegate  of  the  Pope,  who 
is  the  immediate  bishop  of  the  district.  In  both  cases  the 
territory  is  marke'd  out.  In  one  case  it  is  called  a  diocese, 
and  in  the  other  a  district,  and  in  both  cases  the  Pope  confers 
the  jurisdiction.  In  both  cases  the  jurisdiction  extends  to  all 
who  belong  to  the  Church,  which  includes,  in  the  estimation 
of  the  Church,  all  baptized  persons;  but  it  is  not  to  be 
exercised  except  over  those  who  chose  to  submit  to  it.  In 
the  case  of  the  bishops,  they  are  governed  by  laws  regularly 
enacted;  while  the  vicars-apostolic  are  controlled  solely  by 
the  will  of  the  Pope,  who  exercises  as  much  power  as  he 
thinks  proper.  The  difference  is  this,  a  vicar-apostolic  is 
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alone  responsible  to  the  Pope  and  to  his  will,,  whatever  it 
•  might  determine ;  hut  when  a  bishop  in  ordinary  is  appointed, 
he  is  relieved  from  the  caprice — if  I  may  say  so — of  the  Pope, 
and  is  subject  alone  to  those  portions  of  the  canon  law  that 
can  be  exercised  in  any  country  in  accordance  with  the 
permission  of  the  civil  law  of  that  country.  It  is  asserted 
that  the  Roman  Catholics  of  this  country  have  suffered  no 
grievance  in  being  driven  back  again  to  the  rule  of  vicars- 
apostolic.  I  beg  to  ask  the  people  of  this  country,  whether 
they  would  prefer  to  live  under  the  ordinary  constitution  of 
the  country,  administered  by  its  recognised  tribunals ;  or 
under  some  special  commission,  with  some  exceptional  state 
of  the  law,  where  liberty  may  be  less  secure  than  under  the 
ordinary  and  recognised  law  of  the  State  ?  I  do  not  intend 
quoting  further  from  the  document  I  hold  in  my  hand;  but 
I  think  it  only  fairness  to  the  gentleman  who  sent  it  that  I 
should  make  use  of  it  to  this  extent.  I  maintain  that  the 
course  that  has  been  taken  in  making  these  bishops  in  or¬ 
dinary  of  vicars-apostolic  is  calculated  to  relieve  the  Roman 
Catholics  in  England  from  much  of  that  ultramontane  in¬ 
fluence  of  which  the  House  has  heard  so  much  :  for  if  the 
bishops  are  natives  here,  and  appointed  with  the  consent  of 
those  over  whom  they  will  subsequently  exercise  control,  it  is 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  will 
become  more  national  in  character,  than  when  ruled  over  by 
the  Pope  and  the  statutes  of  his  council. 

The  noble  Lord  has  designated  the  proceeding  as  an  insult 
to  the  Crown,  and  an  attack  on  the  independence  of  the 
nation.  I  wish  he  could  get  rid  of  the  silly  and  groundless 
fears  he  entertains  on  these  points.  To  talk  of  this  nation, 
its  Crown  and  independence,  being  menaced  by  a  petty 
sovereign  or  prince  at  Rome,  is  really  too  ludicrous.  If 
England  had  not  concurred  in  the  invasion  of  Rome  by 
the  French,  that  temporal  prince,  the  Pope,  would  probably 
be  now  no  prince,  there  would  be  a  republic  established 
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at  Rome,  and,  perhaps,  the  religious  separated  from  the 
political  power  for  ever.  But  the  country  is  misled  by 
these  phrases,  which  are  so  misused  by  the  noble  Lord  the 
First  Minister  of  the  Crown.  f  A  foreign  power  has  endan¬ 
gered  the  supremacy  of  the  Crown,  and  attacked  the  inde¬ 
pendence  of  the  country/  The  whole  matter  is  one  of 
idea,  of  sentiment,  of  such  fine  material  that  it  is  impossible 
for  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  grapple  with  the  case  before 
us.  I  admit  the  insult  and  offensiveness  of  the  language — 
it  is  repulsive  to  our  feelings  that  such  language  should  be 
employed.  But,  admitting  all  that,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  discover 
how  legislation  can  affect  the  question  beneficially  at  all. 
The  noble  Lord  (Lord  John  Russell)  has  told  us  that  this 
Bill  will  meet  the  emergency,  and  no  more.  I  think  the 
noble  Lord  is  wise  and  prudent  in  not  making  it  more  strin¬ 
gent  than  it  is.  Of  course  the  noble  Lord  consulted  the  law 
officers  of  the  Crown.  It  is  well  known  that  he  consulted  the 
bishops;  and  I  doubt  not  he  consulted  the  noble  Earl  who 
fills  the  office  of  Lord  Lieutenant  of  Ireland. 

The  noble  Lord  informs  the  House  that  the  Bill  will  meet 
the  emergency,  and  that  he  has  proposed  nothing  that  is  not 
required  for  the  precise  evil  complained  of ;  and  yet,  within  a 
few  days  after  its  first  appearance,  three-fourths  of  the  Bill  are 
given  up.  After  three  months  of  discussion  and  consultation 
with  all  these  able  and  learned  and  pious  men,  with  whom  the 
noble  Lord  has  been  conferring,  he  admits  that  he  knows 
nothing  of  the  nature  of  his  own  Bill ;  and  upon  the  occasion 
of  the  second  reading,  consequently  withdraws  three-fourths 
of  it.  I  then  argued  that  the  noble  Lord  did  not  know 
where  he  was  hit,  or  the  remedy  for  the  wound  of  which 
he  complained;  and  the  fact  of  the  withdrawal  of  three-fourths 
of  the  measure  supports  my  argument.  The  noble  Lord  has 
retained  the  clause  forbidding  the  assumption  of  titles.  Well, 
assuming  titles  will  be  illegal  by  the  Bill,  what  is  the  result  ? 
At  present  the  assumption  is  not  legal,  and  t  itles  assumed  by 
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Roman  Catholic  ecclesiastics  are  looked  upon  as  mere  matters 
of  courtesy,  which  give  no  status,  or  rank,  or  precedence  over 
any  other  subject  of  the  realm.  But  in  any  case  the  Roman 
Catholics  only  will  submit  to  the  authorities  of  these  digni¬ 
taries — no  matter  whether  bishops,  cardinals,  or  archbishops. 

But  is  there  no  effect  produced  by  the  Bill  ?  Already  the 
noble  Lord  has  thrown  over  the  Protestant  feeling  of  the 
country,  the  sentiments  of  the  Cummings,  the  JVPNeiles,  and 
the  Stowells.  It  is  not  a  question  of  Protestantism  at  present ; 
it  is  a  question  of  politics.  I  beg  to  ask  the  noble  Lord, 
then,  as  a  question  of  politics,  who  is  injured  by  the  Bill? 
The  noble  Lord  does  not  touch  the  Pope.  I  believe  the 
Pope  acted  very  foolishly,  and  that  Cardinal  Wiseman 
also  acted  foolishly ;  but  both  will  go  unscathed.  The 
•true  sufferers  will  be  the  wearer  of  the  Crown,  and  the 
millions  of  subjects  professing  the  Roman  Catholic  religion. 
Look  at  the  speeches,  the  writings,  and  the  denunciations  of 
the  last  six  months.  Is  it  possible  that  all  these  could  have 
occurred  in  the  United  Kingdom  without  producing  a  per¬ 
manent  evil  as  regards  the  harmony  and  the  well-being 
and  strength  of  the  nation  ?  Then  take  Ireland  alone.  There 
has  been  a  great  gulf  heretofore  existing  between  England 
and  Ireland,  a  gulf  created  by  past  legislation.  The  noble 
Lord  has  helped  to  widen  and  deepen  that  gulf,  and  there 
is  now  a  more  marked  separation  between  the  countries  than 
has  existed  at  any  period  in  the  last  twenty  years.  We  have 
by  our  legislation  taught  8,000,000  of  our  fellow-subjects 
that  their  priests  are  hated  by  the  British  Legislature,  and 
that  they  themselves  are  treated  with  disrespect,  and  their 
loyalty  denied  by  this  House  and  the  leading  Minister  of  the 
country.  That  is  an  evil  of  great  magnitude,  and  one  which 
we  are  hound  to  take  into  consideration. 

We  were  informed  not  long  since  that  at  the  Thurles 
synod,  half  the  prelates  assembled  were  in  favour  of  the 
colleges,  and  the  other  half  against  them.  I  doubt  not,  if 
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a  second  synod  were  to  take  place,  tliere  will  be  an  unanimous 
feeling-  against  them.  The  noble  Lord  heretofore  had  a  party 
amono-st  the  ecclesiastics  of  the  Church  of  Rome but  he  has 
destroyed  that  party  by  his  policy,  and  rendered  them  unani¬ 
mous  against  the  Protestant  Government  of  that  country.  I 
ask  any  Gentleman  here,  not  a  Roman  Catholic,  what  would 
be  the  effect  of  the  recent  proceedings  on  him  if  he  were 
a  member  of  that  Church  ?  Does  the  House  suppose  there  is 
a  Roman  Catholic  family  in  the  empire,  when  assembled  round 
the  hearth,  that  does  not  entertain  a  greater  reverence  for  the 
Pope  now,  than  before  these  mischievous  proceedings  com¬ 
menced  ?  And  does  it  not  stand  to  reason  that  the  missionary 
agencies  of  that  Church,  scattered  over  the  kingdom  for  the 
conversion  of  Protestants,  will  take  fresh  hope  from  the 
paroxysm  of  terror  and  alarm  into  which  the  Protestants  of 
England  have  thrown  themselves?  The  apostles  overthrew 
the  Pagan  worship  of  Rome ;  Luther,  single-handed,  wrested 
whole  empires  from  the  Pope ;  whilst  here  is  a  Church,  en¬ 
dowed  with  millions,  and  having  15,000  learned  clergymen 
for  its  guidance  and  control,  thrown  into  a  paroxysm  of 
terror,  and  all  that  by  a  Church  which,  in  these  realms, 
has  not  the  thousandth  part  of  the  advantages  possessed  by 
its  opponents. 

I  wish  the  noble  Lord  had  told  the  House  where  the  gain 
lies.  Is  it  in  the  Preamble  of  the  Bill,  which  refers  to  the 
inviolable  character  of  the  Established  Church  in  Ireland? 
Every  one  is  aware  that  the  Established  Church  in  Ireland 
is  not  worth  one  good  man  raising  his  voice  in  its  support ; 
and  the  noble  Lord  well  knows  that  it  only  waits  the  lifting 
of  his  own  finger  to  ensure  such  a  majority  in  that  House 
as  would  suppress  by  Act  of  Parliament  that  Church  for 
ever,  notwithstanding  its  inviolable  character.  Is  it  as  a 
matter  of  gratification  to  the  ministers  of  the  Established 
Church  that  the  noble  Lord  introduced  the  measure — a  matter 
of  strife  and  rivalry  between  the  Bishop  of  St.  JamesVsquare 


1851. 


ECCLESIASTICAL  TITLES  BILL. 


481 


and  tlie  Archbishop  of  Golden-square?  Is  one  to  be  sup¬ 
pressed  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  other?  In  such  a  case, 
there  will  he  no  great  gain  to  the  people,  to  political  freedom, 
or  to  the  Christianity  of  this  country  in  suppressing  one 
ecclesiastic,  and  conferring  domination  and  power  on  the 
other. 

In  my  opinion  the  noble  Lord  has  made  a  great  mistake. 
In  the  first  place,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Bishop  of  Durham, 
and  then  consulted  with  the  Bishop  of  London.  A  more 
unsafe  man  than  the  Bishop  of  London  he  could  not  have 
selected.  Look  at  his  character.  He  is  an  amphibious 
creature,  reported  by  one  to  be  a  Puseyite,  whilst  another 
says  he  is  on  the  high  road  to  Rome.  I  am  sorry  to  hear  the 
amount  of  abuse  that  is  lavished  upon  him ;  and  yet  the 
noble  Lord  ‘  rejoiced  that  he  had  the  consent  of  that  prelate/ 
That  ecclesiastic,  with  twenty  thousand  excellent  consolations, 
shed  tears  in  presence  of  a  deputation  that  waited  on  him.  But 
doubtless  they  resembled  the  tears  shed  by  the  Syrian  monk, 
who  declared,  according  to  the  historian,  that  ‘  tears  were  as 
natural  to  him  as  perspiration/  However,  it  would  appear 
that  the  said  monk  was  less  wise  than  the  Bishop  of  London 
in  one  respect,  for  another  historian  relates  of  him  that  he 
feigned  insanity  that  he  might  escape  being  made  a  bishop. 

It  is  evident  that  the  noble  Lord  at  the  head  of  Her 
Majesty^s  Government  is  in  a  quagmire,  and  he  knows  it  well. 
It  would  be  far  better  for  the  interests  of  the  Crown,  of  the 
Kingdom,  of  this  House,  and  of  Christianity,  if  the  Bill  wTere 
withdrawn,  instead  of  being  proceeded  with.  There  is  no 
one  in  favour  of  the  Bill  except  the  noble  Lord  himself,  for 
not  one  of  his  colleagues  has  really  made  a  good  fight  for  it. 
The  Government  supporters  disagree ;  and  even  the  law 
officers  of  the  Crown  give  different  accounts  of  the  measure. 
The  lion.  Member  for  Midhurst  made  an  excellent  speech, 
not  in  favour  of  the  Bill,  but  against  Papal  aggression ;  and 
concluded  his  speech  with  a  request,  that  he  should  be 
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permitted  to  substitute  a  new  preamble  and  new  clauses, 
which  he  was  perfectly  ready  and  willing  to  do.  I  doubt 
not  when  we  go  into  Committee  the  hon.  Gentleman  will 
submit  those  clauses.  But  the  Bill  of  the  noble  Lord  is 
repudiated  by  all  classes;  and  the  press  also  repudiates  it. 
It  is  well  understood  that  the  noble  Lord  is  practising 
a  cheat,  a  delusion  on  the  people  of  England.  The  people 
have  been  clamouring  for  a  resistance  to  the  aggression  of 
the  Pope,  but  not  for  such  resistance  as  this  measure  affords. 
They  expect  something  that  will  be  felt ;  but  not  the 
pretence  of  a  measure,  which,  whilst  it  insults  Roman 
Catholics,  offers  no  defence  to  Protestants. 

There  is  another  remarkable  point  in  this  matter.  I  do  not 
find  any  of  the  holy  men  of  this  House  in  favour  of  the  Bill 
— men  who  are  really  attached  to  the  Church  of  England. 
The  hon.  Members  for  Oxford  University,  for  Kent,  for 
Midhurst,  not  overlooking  the  Solicitor-General, — not  one 
of  them  is  to  be  found  struggling  in  favour  of  the  Bill.  It 
has  been  said  f  Mult®  terricolis  linguae,  coelestibus  una/  But 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  celestials  in  this  House  are  more 
agreed  about  the  matter  than  any  of  those  who  feel  little 
regard  for  Protestantism  or  Catholicism.  If  the  noble  Lord 
cannot  show  a  united  Cabinet  or  party — if  out  of  doors 
nobody  is  in  favour  of  the  Bill,  and  the  press  is  almost 
unanimously  against  it — it  is  a  fair  ground  for  asking  the 
House  to  proceed  no  further  with  the  measure.  If  legislation 
be  necessary  at  all,  let  it  be  substantial  and  to  the  purpose ; 
if  we  are  to  obey  the  clamour  out  of  doors,  let  us  satisfy  it 
by  some  substantial  measure  of  legislation.  It  is  said  that 
there  is  a  cry  out  of  doors  for  a  dissolution  of  Parliament,  and 
I  rather  think  some  hon.  Members  are  afraid  of  that. 
The  hon.  Member  for  Salford  (Mr.  Brotherton)  has  said  that 
I  and  my  Colleague  do  not  speak  the  sentiments  of  our 
constituents ;  but,  at  least,  we  speak  our  sincere  convic¬ 
tion.  A  reverend  gentleman  (the  Rev.  Hugh  Stowell),  one 
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of  the  constituents  of  the  lion.  Member  for  Salford,  whose 
Protestantism  seems  to  be  vituperation,  and  whose  Christian 
charity  clamour,  has  thanked  God  that  he  is  represented 
by  the  hon.  Member  for  Salford.  I  am  sure  my  hon.  Friend 
must  feel  it  humiliating-  to  be  patronised  in  such  a  manner. 

But  I  will  admit  that  many  Members  act  in  a  manner 
opposed  to  the  sentiments  of  a  large  number  of  their  con¬ 
stituents.  What  of  that  ?  If  there  be  any  truth  in  the 
representative  system,  the  656  men  returned  to  this  House 
may  be  considered  as  of  the  foremost  men  of  the  country.  It 
is  not  their  duty  to  be  the  victims,  subjects,  and  tools  of  a 
cry,  but  manfully  and  boldly  to  withstand  it,  if  they  believe 
it  to  be  a  hollow  one.  Of  course,  this  language  will  not 
apply  to  hon.  Members  who  conscientiously  differ  from  me 
on  this  question  ;  but  they  must  be  very  blind  who  do  not 
know  that  the  force  of  this  cry,  for  which  the  noble  Lord 
is  largely  responsible,  is  one  not  a  few  Members  are  dis¬ 
posed  to  yield  to.  We  ought  to  resist  the  cry,  to  stem  the 
torrent ;  and  it  will  be  infinitely  more  honourable  to  go  home 
to  our  avocations,  if  we  have  any,  and  abandon  public  life  for 
ever,  in  defence  of  principles  we  have  always  held  to  be  true, 
rather  than  be  instruments  of  a  cry  to  create  discord  between 
the  Irish  and  English  nations,  and  to  perpetuate  animosities 
which  the  last  twenty-five  years  have  done  much  to  lessen. 
We  are  here  to  legislate  calmly  and  deliberately,  without 
reference  to  the  passions  and  contending  factions  that  may 
rage  out  of  doors  ;  we  are  in  a  position  to  see  that  the  course 
in  which  the  noble  Lord  has  been  so  recklessly  dragging  us 
is  fruitful  in  discord,  hatred,  religious  animosities — that  it 
has  separated  Ireland  from  this  country,  has  withdrawn  her 
national  sympathies  from  us,  and  has  done  an  amount  of 
mischief  which  the  legislation  of  the  next  ten  years  cannot 
entirely,  if  at  all,  abate. 

No  one  would  have  touched  this  Bill — certainly  not  the 
noble  Lord — could  he  have  foreseen  all  the  difficulties  that 
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have  arisen  out  of  it.  First  of  all,  the  Government  has  been 
broken  up,  though  probably  the  noble  Lord  is  patriotic 
enough  to  believe  that  that  is  not  a  national  calamity.  But 
the  business  of  Parliament  has  been  stopped  for  half  a 
session;  and  we  are  not  at  the  end  of  it  yet;  the  Speaker 
has  not  left  the  chair ;  we  are  only  on  the  brink,  and  about 
to  plunge  in.  An  hon.  Gentleman  has  a  proposition,  to  be 
supported  by  a  large  number,  for  a  measure  infinitely  more 
stringent.  The  noble  Lord  will  not  carry  his  own  measure 
but  by  the  support  of  those  who  want  one  much  more 
stringent.  But  they  who  want  persecution  will  rather  take 
a  little  than  be  entirely  baffled.  The  noble  Lord  will  not 
withdraw  the  Bill,  because  it  will  be  humiliating  to  do  so. 
But  is  it  not  very  humiliating  to  go  on  with  it;  to  be 

legislating  for  no  practical  good  result ;  to  pass  a  measure 

which  the  noble  Lord  knows  will  not  satisfy  those  to  appease 
whose  clamour  it  is  proposed,  and  which  must  produce  the  worst 
effects  between  England  and  Ireland?  In  1829  a  measure 
was  passed — long  delayed — which  professed  to  give  Roman 
Catholics  ail  the  liberty  we  ourselves  enjoy.  I  will  stand 
upon  that  Act.  It  is  far  better  to  have  faith  in  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  this  country,  to  bind  them  to  the  Legislature  and 
the  Crown  by  a  generous  and  confiding  treatment,  than  to 

proceed  in  such  a  course  as  the  House  is  now  invited  to 

enter  on. 

The  noble  Lord,  I  repeat,  thinks  there  is  great  danger  in 
this  aggression  of  the  Pope.  How  is  there  any  danger  ? 
The  Pope  can  have  no  authority,  except  over  the  Catholics. 
It  is  said  there  are  8,000,000  in  England  and  Ireland ;  and 
should  the  number  in  England  and  Ireland  increase  to 
20,000,000,  there  will  be  great  danger  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
religion  becoming  the  established  religion  of  the  country — 
should  an  Established  Church  exist  so  long.  Therefore,  the 
argument  of  danger  supposes  the  conversion  of  the  people; 
for  it  is  only  by  this  means  that  the  country  can,  to  any  con- 
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siderable  degree,  come  under  the  rule  of  the  Pope.  The  noble 
Lord  has  drawn  up  an  indictment  against  8,000,000  of  his 
countrymen ;  he  has  increased  the  power  of  the  Pope  over 
the  Roman  Catholics,  for  he  has  drawn  closer  the  bonds 
between  them  and  their  Church  and  the  head  of  their  Church. 
The  noble  Lord  has  quoted  Queen  Elizabeth  and  the  great 
men  of  the  Commonwealth,  as  though  it  were  necessary  now 
to  adopt  the  principles  which  prevailed  almost  universally 
two  hundred  years  ago.  Does  the  noble  Lord  forget  that  we 
are  the  true  ancients,  that  we  stand  on  the  shoulders  of  our 
forefathers,  and  can  see  further  ?  We  have  seen  the  working 
of  these  principles,  and  their  result,  and  have  concluded  to 
abandon  them. 

I  have  not  touched  on  any  matter  purely  religious ;  this 
House  is  not  the  place  for  religious  questions.  But  reflecting 
on  the  deep  mysteries  of  religion,  on  my  own  doubts  and 
frailties,  on  the  shortness  of  the  present  time,  and  on  the  awful 
and  unknown  future — I  ask  what  am  I  that  I  should  judge 
another  in  religious  things,  and  condemn  him  to  exclusion  and 
persecution  ?  I  fear  not  for  the  country  on  questions  like  this. 
England,  with  a  united  population— though  the  noble  Lord 
has  done  much  to  disunite  them— cares  nothing  for  foreign 
potentates,  be  their  combinations  what  they  may.  England, 
with  her  free  press,  her  advancing  civilisation,  her  daily  and 
hourly  progress  in  the  arts,  sciences,  industry,  and  morals, 
will  withstand  any  priestly  attempts  to  subjugate  the  mind, 
and  successfully  resist  any  menaces,  whether  coming  from 
Lambeth  or  from  Rome.  I  am  one  of  a  sect  which  has 
invariably  held  the  principles  I  now  advocate,  which  has  in 
past  years  suffered  greatly  from  those  principles  which  the 
noble  Lord  now  wishes  to  introduce  into  our  legislature. 
I  cannot  do  otherwise  than  raise  my  voice  against  such  an 
attempt,  and  ask  the  noble  Lord  to  proceed  no  further. 
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Although  this  question  has  been  discussed  almost  every 
session  since  I  have  had  a  seat  in  Parliament,  I  have  never 
ventured  to  trouble  the  House  with  any  observations  upon  it, 
and  hoping-,  as  I  do  most  unfeignedly,  that  this  may  be  the 
very  last  occasion  on  which  it  may  be  necessary  to  discuss  it, 

I  will  ask  the  attention  of  the  House  for  a  very  few  moments 
while  I  state  the  opinions  which  I  entertain  upon  it.  I  was 
once  asked  by  an  hon.  Member  on  that  (the  Opposition)  side 
of  the  House  why  I  had  not  spoken  upon  the  Jew  Bill,  and 
I  gave  him  a  candid  answer.  I  told  him  that  I  had  never 
heard  anything  in  the  shape  of  a  fact  or  argument  from  the 
opponents  of  this  measure,  which,  like  facts  and  arguments 
on  a  great  many  questions  which  come  before  us,  could  be 
fairly  grappled  with,  and  which  a  man  could  undertake  to 
lay  hold  of  in  the  hope  of  answering  it.  I  told  him  further, 
that  it  appeared  to  me  that  the  opponents  of  this  measure 
were  actuated,  I  believed  very  honestly,  by  what  was  rather 
a  sentiment  than  anything  else ;  and  the  hon.  Gentleman  to 
whom  I  have  alluded,  not  by  any  means  one  of  the  least 
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distinguished  amongst  you,  admitted  that  I  was  perfectly 
right,  and  that  it  was  more  a  sentiment  than  anything  else. 
A  sentiment  is,  of  course,  difficult  to  argue  against.  This 
sentiment  has  gradually  sunk  down  into  a  phrase,  and  we 
understand  now  that  what  is  meant  by  that  phrase  is  that 
we,  on  this  side,  are  about  to  unchristianise  the  House  of 
Commons. 

Now  I  have  endeavoured,  in  the  course  of  these  discussions, 
to  trace  whence  this  notion  or  feeling  of  unchristianising 
springs,  and  I  think  I  can  trace  it  backwards  through  the 
changes  of  the  law,  by  which  successive  parties  and  sects, 
and  sections  of  the  people  of  this  country,  have,  during  the 
last  160  years,  been  admitted  to  full  participation  in  the 
rights  of  citizenship.  The  very  same  feeling,  though  it 
was  called  something  else,  was  in  operation  when  you  ex¬ 
cluded  the  Roman  Catholics  from  Parliament.  The  very 
same  feeling  under  a  somewhat  different  title  was  in  opera¬ 
tion  when  the  Unitarians  were  subjected  to  oppressive 
statutes;  and  it  was  the  very  same  spirit,  however  much 
you  may  attempt  to  disguise  it,  under  which,  previous  to 
the  repeal  of  the  Test  and  Corporation  Acts,  the  Dissenters 
of  this  country  were  excluded  from  municipal  and  other 
offices.  It  always  seems  to  me  to  come  from  that  appetite 
for  supremacy  which  springs  from  the  fact  that  we  have 
had  in  this  country  a  powerful  and  dominant  Church,  con¬ 
nected  chiefly  with  a  powerful  ruling  class,  and  that  step  hy 
step  the  people  of  this  country,  one  section  after  another, 
have  wrested  from  that  Church,  and  from  that  class,  the 
rights  of  citizenship  which  we  have  claimed,  and  which  we 
now  enjoy. 

Now  what  can  be  more  marvellous  than  that  any  sane  man 
should  propose  that  doctrinal  differences  in  religion  should 
he  made  the  test  of  citizenship  and  political  rights  ?  Doc¬ 
trinal  differences  in  religion,  in  all  human  probability,  will 
last  for  many  generations  to  come,  and  may  possibly  last 
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so  long1  as  man  shall  inhabit  this  globe ;  but  if  you  permit 
these  differences  to  be  the  tests  of  citizenship,  what  is  it 
but  to  admit  into  your  system  this  fatal  conclusion,  that 
social  and  political  differences  in  all  nations  can  never  be 
eradicated,  but  must  be  eternal  ?  The  hon.  Baronet  the 
Member  for  the  University  of  Oxford  (Sir  R.  H.  Inglis) 
may  be  taken  probably  for  as  honest  and  consistent  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  opponents  of  this  Bill  as  can  be  found 
in  this  House.  I  should  like  to  ask  whether  there  is  any 
difference  between  the  hon.  Baronet  the  Member  for  the 
University  of  Oxford  and  Baron  Rothschild  in  any  matter 
which  can  affect  citizenship  or  the  duties  of  citizens,  or  in 
anything  whatsoever  of  which  the  laws  of  this  country 
can  justly  take  cognizance  as  relating  to  the  actions  of  the 
subjects  of  the  Crown.  I  have  watched  the  hon.  Baronet 
for  many  years  with  great  admiration — not  with  admiration 
for  the  principles  which  he  holds,  but  with  admiration  for 
the  manner  in  which  he  always  maintains  them.  If  all  men 
who  hold  what  I  regard  as  sound  principles  in  this  House 
were  to  take  the  hon.  Baronet  for  their  model,  sound  prin¬ 
ciples  would  march  on  much  faster  than  they  do. 

Take,  for  instance,  what  may  be  called  the  morality  of 
politics,  and  you  will  find  that  the  hon.  Baronet  draws  nearly 
all  his  opinions  from  the  very  same  source  that  Baron  Roths¬ 
child  draws  his.  We  have  discussed  in  this  House  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  capital  punishment.  I  find  the  hon.  Baronet,  with 
his  accustomed  bland  dignity,  quoting  against  me  with  perfect 
confidence  the  ninth  chapter  of  the  book  of  Genesis ;  and  I 
have  a  strong  suspicion  that  he  takes  his  notions  of  the 
priesthood  from  the  times  of  the  book  of  Exodus.  I  think 
I  have  a  distinct  recollection  that  when  the  question  of 
marriage  with  a  deceased  wife's  sister  was  under  discussion, 
the  hon.  Baronet  referred  the  House  with  perfect  confidence 
to  the  book  of  Leviticus.  The  hon.  Baronet  too,  I  think, 
will  not  dispute  that  his  law  of  tithes  comes  from  the  very 
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same  book.  If  it  bo  si  question  of  oaths,  although  it  has 
been  said  by  the  highest  authority,  f  Ye  have  heard  that  it 
hath  been  said  in  old  times.  Thou  shalt  not  forswear  thyself, 
but  shalt  perform  unto  the  Lord  thy  vows/  the  f  swear  not 
at  alb  is  disregarded,  and  the  practice  of  the  hon.  Baronet — 
a  practice  approved  by  his  Church,  and  approved,  I  presume, 
by  a  majority  of  this  House — is  precisely  that  which  existed 
in  the  time  of  the  Old  Testament  Scriptures.  If  the  hon. 
Baronet  does  not  defend  the  practice  of  war,  yet  I  know 
writers  who  profess  the  same  faith  as  the  hon.  Baronet  who 
have  defended  the  practice  of  war,  because  they  say  it  was, 
if  not  inculcated,  at  least  permitted,  in  the  Old  Testament. 
I  cannot  see,  if  the  hon.  Baronet  takes  his  public  morality 
from  these  writings,  and  if  Baron  Rothschild  takes  his  from 
the  same  source,  and  if  the  question  of  citizenship  be  not 
a  matter  of  doctrinal  religion,  but  of  the  due  performance 
of  our  duties  to  each  other  and  to  the  State — I  cannot  see 
why  the  hon.  Baronet  should,  for  thirty  or  forty  years,  have 
sat  in  this  House,  and  Baron  Rothschild,  elected  by  the  first 
constituency  of  the  kingdom,  be  shut  out. 

It  would  be  as  reasonable  for  a  man  to  quarrel  with  his 
own  shadow,  as  for  the  hon.  Baronet  to  quarrel  with  Baron 
Rothschild  on  these  grounds.  But  what  a  ridiculous  position 
the  House  is  placed  in.  You  have  had  not  only  Baron  Roths¬ 
child,  but  another  Member  of  his  persuasion  at  that  bar,  and, 
assuming  he  was  a  Christian,  you  allowed  him  to  begin  to 
take  the  oath  upon  the  Old  Testament.  You  made  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  him  until  he  came  to  the  words  f  on  the  true  faith  of 
a  Christian.'’  If  the  oath  had  been  taken  with  the  words  ‘  on 
the  faith  of  a  Christian/  as  you  interpret  them,  on  the  Old 
Testament,  it  could  not  possibly  be  a  legal  oath.  If  it  was 
necessary  for  a  man  who  took  an  oath  in  a  court  of  law  to 
be  a  Christian,  no  Judge  would  allow  an  oath  to  be  taken 
on  the  Old  Testament ;  but  would  require  it  to  be  taken 
on  the  New  Testament,  because  the  book  must  be  the  symbol 
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of  the  faith  by  which  he  affirmed.  Well,  you  passed  a  Reso¬ 
lution  that  the  seat  for  the  City  of  London  was  full,  and  you 
put  yourselves  out  of  court  with  regard  to  the  issuing  of  a 
new  writ.  If  a  man  was  an  alien,  and  had  been  elected  by 
a  constituency,  I  presume  that  it  would  be  competent  for 
the  House  to  appoint  a  Committee  to  examine  into  the 
petition  charging  him  with  being  an  alien,  and  upon  the 
Report  of  the  Committee  that  he  was  such,  he  would  be 
excluded  from  the  House,  and  a  new  writ  would  issue. 
But  here  you  have  no  means  of  appointing  a  Committee  for 
the  purpose  of  interrogating  Baron  Rothschild  as  to  whether 
he  is  a  Jew  or  a  Christian.  He  took  one  oath,  and  part  of 
another.  This  House  declared  that  the  seat  was  full,  and 
that  a  new  writ  for  the  Citj'-  of  London  could  not  he  issued ; 
and  then  this  House  excluded  the  Member  who  was  elected 
from  his  seat. 

These  facts  lead  me  to  the  consideration  of  a  second  question, 
of  as  great  importance  as  the  original  question  which  we  are 
now  discussing.  This  question  has  been  discussed  and  decided 
upon  within  a  very  recent  period  in  a  great  many  divisions 
in  this  House,  not  less,  I  believe,  than  fourteen  times. 
Whether  it  was  before  or  after  dinner — whatever  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  under  which  we  were  assembled  —  there  was 
always  a  very  large  majority  in  favour  of  this  Bill,  from 
twenty-six,  at  the  lowest,  to  more  than  one  hundred  at  the 
highest.  I  want  to  ask  lion.  Gentlemen  opposite  whether 
they  think,  after  the  House  of  Commons  in  two,  if  not  three 
Parliaments,  within  very  recent  years,  has  decided  fourteen 
times  in  favour  of  the  candidate  elected  by  the  City  of  Lon¬ 
don,  that  it  is  constitutional,  after  these  incessant  and  oft- 
repeated  expressions  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  constitu¬ 
encies  of  this  country,  that  this  question  should  longer  remain 
unsettled  ? 

I  am  told  there  is  an  awful  power  in  another  place. 
I  do  not  mean  Lords  Temporal  so  much  as  Lords  Spiritual. 
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I  have  no  great  opinion  of  Bishops  in  any  case.  But  of  all 
subjects,  this  is  about  the  very  last  on  which  I  should  like 
to  take  the  opinion  of  the  Bishops  of  the  Church  of  England. 
High  titles,  vast  revenues,  great  power,  conferred  upon  Chris¬ 
tian  ministers,  are  as  without  warrant  to  my  mind  in  Scrip¬ 
ture  as  in  reason.  I  do  not  expect  that  they  should  be  able 
to  give  an  unbiassed,  impartial  judgment  on  a  question  like 
this.  I  understand  that  the  noble  Lord  at  the  head  of  the 
Government — coming  from  the  north  may  possibly  account 
for  it — is  alarmed  at  the  power  of  the  bishops.  I  would  not 
suggest  how  it  is  to  he  overcome ;  hut  probably  there  are 
means  by  which  the  Government  can  procure  the  passing 
of  this  Bill  through  the  other  House  of  Parliament.  Now, 
that  appears  to  be  a  question  of  some  importance.  Though 
lion.  Gentlemen  opposite  have  insisted  on  discussing  this 
question,  night  after  night,  every  session,  for  years  past, 
let  us  have  the  subject  thoroughly  probed,  if  this  is  to  be 
the  last  night. 

The  House  of  Commons  has  decided  in  favour  of  this  Bill. 
Does  any  hon.  Gentleman  deny  it  ?  If  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  represents  the  country,  the  country  is  in  favour  of  this 
Bill.  There  is  another  estate  of  this  realm,  the  most  dignified 
of  all,  represented  in  this  House  by  the  Gentlemen  who  sit 
on  that  (the  Ministerial)  bench;  that  estate  of  the  realm 
unites  cordially  with  the  House  of  Commons  and  with  the 
people  in  this  Bill.  Fourteen  times  has  this  measure  been 
carried  by  large  majorities  ;  repeatedly  has  it  been  sent  to 
the  other  House,  and  each  time  has  it  been  rejected,  and  on 
some  occasions  rejected  in  a  manner  which  seemed  to  indicate 
contempt.  Now,  I  ask  the  noble  Lord  the  Member  for  the 
City  of  London  if  there  is  any  remedy  in  the  constitution  for 
this  state  of  things  ?  The  noble  Lord  had  the  opportunity  of 
admitting  the  Jews  by  a  Resolution  of  this  House — he  had 
a  precedent  of  the  most  conclusive  kind  in  the  case  of  Mr. 
Pease — and  although  the  law  officers  were  not  clear  upon  the 
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law  on  that  occasion,  still  the  House  of  Commons,  having 
once  established  a  precedent  of  that  nature,  any  person  wish¬ 
ing  to  sustain  the  power  of  this  House,  and  of  one  great 
branch  of  the  Legislature,  would  have  done  wisely  to  have 
maintained  the  precedent,  and  to  have  relied  on  it  in  this 
case. 

The  noble  Lord  preferred  what  he  thought  a  more  consti¬ 
tutional  course,  and  he  asks  this  House  to  pass  Bills  for  the 
purpose.  Year  after  year  this  House  has  passed  this  measure, 
and  I  ask  the  noble  Lord  whether  he  thinks  we  are  to  go  on 
year  after  year  bombarding  the  Lords  with  this  Jew  Bill, 
with  no  other  result  than  that  it  should  be  sent  down  again  ? 
If  the  British  constitution  affords  no  remedy  for  this  state  of 
things,  it  is  not  worth  all  the  boasting  which  the  noble  Lord 
and  others  have  heaped  upon  it.  There  are  two  remedies  for  this 
evil.  The  one  is  the  creation  of  new  Peers.  [c  Hear  P]  Do  not 
for  a  moment  imagine  that  I  should  recommend  it.  I  think  the 
remedy  might  be  worse  than  the  disease ;  but  that  is  one  of 
the  remedies,  as  I  understand  it,  which  the  constitution  offers 
to  the  Crown  in  cases  of  this  nature,  provided  the  case  be  of 
sufficient  magnitude.  We  know  that  this  remedy  has  been 
threatened  in  our  day,  and  threatened  with  some  success. 

There  is  another  remedy.  Some  Gentlemen  say,  ‘  How 
can  you  expect  the  House  of  Lords  to  pass  this  Bill,  when 
there  is  no  ferment  in  the  country?'’  I  thought  noblemen 
in  that  assembly  were  in  an  atmosphere  so  serene,  that 
though  disturbed  occasionally  by  the  contentions  of  prelates 
and  the  disputations  of  rival  lawyers,  they  might  be  judged 
to  be  in  that  one  place  on  the  earth  f  where  the  wicked  cease 
from  troubling,  and  the  weary  are  at  rest/  But  we  are  told 
there  is  no  ferment  in  the  country.  I  have  seen  ferments 
in  this  country,  and  many  others  have.  I  do  not  much 
admire  them.  I  would  rather  see  the  Houses  of  Legislature, 
whether  the  one  or  the  other,  taking  these  questions  up  in 
a  broad,  philosophic,  generous  spirit,  and  discussing  and 
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settling  them  in  that  spirit,  than  that  they  should  wait 
until  there  is  a  ferment  in  the  country  approaching  to 
confusion,  and  then  surrender,  upon  terms  that  shall  be 
humiliating  to  them,  prejudices  which,  if  given  up  in  time, 
might  have  been  forgotten  in  the  gratitude  and  the  applause 
of  their  countrymen.  It  is  assumed,  and  properly  and  wisely, 
that  you  will  get  no  ferment  up  about  the  Jew  Bill.  I  have 
no  objection  to  admit  that  the  Jews,  not  being  great  in 
numbers,  and  not  free  from  some  disadvantage,  consequent 
upon  that  prejudice  so  prevalent  on  the  benches  opposite, 
will  nave  occasion  to  no  ferment  before  which  those  benches 

O 

will  quail.  [f  Oh,  oh  h]  They  will  quail  soon  enough 
when  there  is  a  ferment.  [f  Oh,  oh!'’]  If  that  is  doubted, 
I  refer  you  to  the  history  of  the  last  twenty-five  years  in  proof 
of  what  I  say.  But  I  want  no  ferment.  I  want  argument 
and  sound  principles  of  legislation  to  prevail  within  the 
Houses  of  Parliament,  and  not  the  fear  of  anything  that 
may  take  place  outside. 

But  now  comes  the  case  of  the  noble  Lord  who  leads  the 
Government  in  this  House.  The  noble  Lord  has  worked 
at  this  Bill  for  many  years;  he  has  induced  this  House  to 
abdicate  the  power  which  it  possessed,  by  precedent,  of 
admitting  the  Jews  to  this  House  by  a  Resolution  of  this 
House.  He  has  recommended  the  constitutional  course — a 
good  course  if  it  should  succeed — but  I  think  he  is  bound  to 
take  all  the  measures  which  are  open  to  his  Government  for 
the  purpose  of  ensuring  the  success  of  this  Bill ;  and  I  claim 
it  as  one  of  those  who  have  voted  with  him,  I  believe,  on 
every  occasion,  and  done  all* that  I  could  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  success  of  this  measure.  Now,  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  make  up  their  minds  that  unless  this  Bill  passes 
during  this  session  they  would  treat  a  defeat  in  the  House 
of  Lords  precisely  as  they  would  treat  an  important  defeat 
in  this  House ;  then  no  person  could  say  hereafter  that  the 
noble  Lord  and  his  Colleagues  did  not  make  every  effort  they 
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could  be  called  on  to  make  for  the  purpose  of  passing-  this 
Bill.  I  cannot  say  whether  there  is  any  other  remedy  than 
the  creation  of  Peers,  and  agitation  out  of  doors ;  but  let  it 
be  a  resolution  on  the  part  of  the  Government  that  this 
Bill  shall  pass — that  they  will  make  it  a  matter  on  which 
their  existence,  as  a  Government,  shall  be  staked — and  if 
it  should  not  be  passed,  upon  those  persons  be  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  forming  a  Government  who  shall  prevent  this 
measure  of  justice  to  the  Jewish  population  of  this  country. 

I  should  have  been  glad  if  the  noble  Lord,  with  the  great 
influence  which  he  exercises  in  this  House,  had  endeavoured 
to  prevail  on  the  House  to  abolish  the  whole  system  of  oaths 
at  the  bar,  and  to  have  substituted  some  declaration  which 
every  honest  man  could  take  in  an  honest  and  conscientious 
spirit.  These  oaths  are  of  no  use — we  know  they  are  of  no 
use ;  you  make  us  affirm  something  that  does  not  exist — 
and  every  man  who  takes  an  oath  at  the  table,  which  I  am 
happy  to  say  I  have  never  done,  knows  he  is  performing  a 
farce  which  is  ludicrous.  [‘  Oh,  oh ! J]  The  fact  is,  that  you 
are  called  on  to  affirm  that  you  will  not  do  something  which 
it  is  impossible  for  you  to  do.  Let  us,  then,  get  rid  of  this 
question,  which  has  been  discussed  and  decided  year  after 
year;  and,  above  all,  let  us  see  that  the  Commons  House 
of  England  is  open  to  the  Commons  of  England,  and  that 
every  man,  be  his  creed  what  it  may,  if  elected  by  a  con¬ 
stituency  of  his  countrymen,  may  sit  in  this  House,  and  vote 
on  all  matters  which  affect  the  legislation  of  this  kingdom. 
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From  Hansard. 

In  rising  to  offer  a  few  observations  on  this  most  interesting 
question,  I  am  sensible  that  I  have  to  defend  men  and  prin¬ 
ciples  which  are  not  popular  in  this  assembly.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  being  myself  one  of  the  Nonconformist  body  of  this 
country,  and  being  by  birth,  education,  observation,  and 
conviction,  fully  established  in  the  opinions  I  hold,  I  am  bound, 
though  it  may  be  in  opposition  to  a  Government  sitting  on  the 
same  side  of  the  House  as  myself,  to  protest  against  the  policy 
and  principles  now  offered  for  the  adoption  of  the  House. 

I  listened  with  pleased  attention  to  the  speech  of  the  right 
hon.  Member  for  Edinburgh ;  and  I  read  with  due  respect 
that  of  the  noble  Lord  at  the  head  of  the  Government.  I  admit 
the  ability  of  those  speeches ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  which 
that  ability  is  more  displayed  than  in  the  skill  with  which 
they  have  evaded  the  question  really  in  dispute  between  the 
Dissenting  bodies  and  the  Government  by  which  this  scheme 
of  education  is  proposed.  It  is  not  the  question  before  the 
House,  in  the  scheme  proposed,  or  in  the  Amendment  moved 
by  the  hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Finsbury,  whether  the 
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State  has  any  right  or  power  to  interfere  with  education  in 
this  country ;  it  is  not  the  question  whether  it  is  with  secular 
education  only  that  they  have  a  right  to  interfere.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  this  : — what  Minutes  of  Council  are  before  us,  what  is 
their  object,  their  tendency,  and  the  effect  they  will  produce 
upon  the  position  of  the  Established  Church  and  the  Dis¬ 
senting  bodies  in  the  United  Kingdom  ? 

The  right  lion.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Edinburgh 
spent  three-fourths  of  the  time  he  was  on  his  legs  in  proving 
that  the  State  has  the  power  and  the  right,  and  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  State,  to  see  to  the  education  of  its  subjects. 
Judging  from  his  speech,  it  was  one  of  the  simplest  things 
imaginable;  the  proposition  appeared  to  be  so  clear  that  he 
was  astonished  any  one  should  doubt  it;  and  with  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman's  opinions  I  was  astonished  he  should  take  so 
much  pains  to  enforce  it.  But  if  it  he  so  clear  a  proposition 
that  Government  has  the  plain  right  to  educate  its  subjects, 
it  is  somewhat  extraordinary  that  with  all  the  eminent 
statesmen  in  this  country  for  some  generations  past,  there 
has  never  been  any  hold  and  determined  attempt  to  interfere 
with  the  education  of  the  common  people  of  England  and 
Wales. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  appeared  to  me  to  prove 
too  much.  He  tried  to  prove  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Government  to  educate  the  people ;  hut  if  it  be  the  duty  of 
Government  to  educate  them,  it  must  he  the  duty  of  the 
Government  to  enforce  education.  I  do  not  know  where  the 
line  can  be  drawn.  If  it  he  its  solemn  duty  to  afford  opportu¬ 
nity  for  education,  and  to  see  that  all  the  people  are  educated, 
it  appears  to  me  we  must  come  inevitably  to  the  conclusion, 
that  Government  has  the  power,  and  that  it  is  also  its  right 
and  its  duty,  to  enforce  education  on  all  the  people  subject  to 
its  rule. 

The  noble  Lord  at  the  head  of  the  Government  objected  to 
the  Dissenters  that  they  had  supported  the  Committee  of 
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Privy  Council  in  1839,  whilst  they  oppose  it  in  1847;  thiit 
they  were  then  in  favour  of  this  interference,  and  are  now 
against  it.  I  admit  that  many,  or  at  least,  that  some  of  the 
Dissenters  were  in  favour  of  it  eight  years  ago.  But  we  have 
had  some  experience  from  1839  to  1847.  At  that  time  the 
Dissenters  regarded  the  institution  of  the  Committee  of  Privy 
Council  as  a  step  leading  away  from  that  power  which  the 
Church  of  England  wished  to  usurp,  of  educating  the  whole 
people;  and  the  Dissenters  hoped  we  were  on  the  road  at  last 
to  overcome  the  pretensions  which  the  Church  of  England 
had  so  long  asserted,  that  she  was  called  upon  and  bound  to 
undertake  the  business  of  education,  and  that  she  ought  to  be 
entrusted  with  the  education  of  the  people.  But  from  1839 
to  this  year  we  have  found  no  step  taken  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  which  has  not  had  a  tendency  to  aggrandize  the 
Established  Church.  In  1 839  the  noble  Lord  proposed  a 
scheme  which,  from  the  opposition  of  the  Established  Church 
and  the  Wesleyans,  was  withdrawn.  In  1843,  the  right  hon. 
Baronet  the  late  Secretary  for  the  Home  Department  (Sir 
James  Graham)  proposed  a  scheme  of  education  in  connection 
with  the  Factories  Bill — a  scheme  which  was  thought  by 
everybody  to  give  undue  power  to  the  Established  Church,  and 
which,  in  consequence  of  the  opposition  of  the  Dissenters,  was 
withdrawn.  In  1847,  the  noble  Lord  comes  forward  with 
another  scheme.  It  lias  the  same  defect;  its  object,  tendency, 
and  result  will  be  to  give  increased  and  enormous  power  to  the 
clergy  of  the  Established  Church.  It  is  a  scheme  of  which 
the  Dissenters  cannot  avail  themselves,  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  by  which  they  are  Dissenters ;  and,  therefore,  they 
are  bound  now  to  step  forward  and  protest  against  this  as 
against  the  former  schemes.  And  I  wonder  not  they  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  dangerous  to  them  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  Dissenting  bodies,  and  dangerous  also  to  the  civil 
liberty  of  the  people,  that  the  State  should  interfere  with 
education,  since  the  Government,  it  appears,  is  not  able  to 
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interfere  without  giving  increased  power  to  the  clergy  of  an 
already  dominant  Church. 

The  right  lion.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Edinburgh,  and 
the  noble  Lord  who  has  just  sat  down,  have  both  failed  to 
convey  to  the  House  any  intimation  that  there  is  much  doing 
in  the  cause  of  education  by  voluntary  effort  throughout  the 
kingdom.  If  a  man  came  to  this  House  from  any  other 
country,  and  knew  nothing  of  what  was  going  on  in  England, 
he  would  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  voluntary  efforts 
had  not  only  not  succeeded,  but  had  never  even  been  at¬ 
tempted — so  little  would  appear  to  have  been  done  from 
the  statements  they  made  to  the  House.  If  these  efforts 
have  succeeded,  few  Members  will  say  that  any  interference 
by  the  Government  is  desirable.  If  there  be  one  principle 
more  certain  than  another,  I  suppose  it  is  this,  that  what 
a  people  is  able  to  do  for  itself,  that  the  Government  should 
not  attempt  to  do  for  it.  For  nothing  tends  so  much  to 
strengthen  a  people — to  make  them  great  and  good — as  the 
constant  exercise  of  all  their  faculties  for  public  objects,  and 
the  carrying  on  of  all  public  works  and  objects  by  voluntary 
contributions  among  themselves. 

I  .will  just  ask  the  attention  of  the  House  for  a  moment 
to  what  has  been  done  during  the  last  few  years.  The  right 
hon.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  Edinburgh  said,  we  had  been 
trying  the  voluntary  principle  ever  since  the  Heptarchy  ;  that 
the  voluntary  principle  had  been,  in  fact,  for  generations  and 
ages  on  its  trial ;  and  the  result  was,  that  we  had  an 
enormous  amount  of  intellectual  destitution  in  the  country. 
But  it  is  not  a  fair  statement  to  say,  that  we  have  been 
trying  the  voluntary  system  since  the  Heptarchy.  We 
have  not  been  trying  the  voluntary  system  to  make  rail¬ 
roads  since  the  Heptarchy,  but  since  the  year  1830;  and  it 
would  he  as  fair  a  statement  to  say  that  the  voluntary  system 
would  never  make  railroads  for  this  country,  because  it  had 
not  made  railroads  in  fifteen  or  sixteen  years,  as  to  say  that 
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the  voluntary  system  will  not  educate  the  people  because  it 
has  not  provided  full  means  of  education  since  1790;  many 
archbishops,  bishops,  and  other  distinguished  members  of  the 
Established  Church  having  opposed  themselves  to  the  effective 
education  of  the  common  people. 

The  House  is  not  very  fond,  and  I  admire  its  judgment  in 
this  respect,  of  hearing  statistics  on  a  question  of  this  kind ; 
but  it  is  a  matter  of  figures  as  to  what  has  been  done.  Look¬ 
ing  to  the  statistics  given  by  the  friends  and  opponents  of  this 
measure,  by  Dr.  Hook  and  Mr.  Baines,  and  others  who  have 
made  calculations  on  the  subject,  it  appears  that  from  the 
year  1818  to  this  time  the  progress  has  been  something 
extraordinary.  In  1818  there  were  674,000  day-scholars 
in  England  and  Wales;  in  1833,  there  were  1,276,000;  in 
1847,  there  were  2,147,000.  Thus,  in  1818,  the  proportion 
was  1  in  17  to  the  population;  in  1833,  it  was  1  in  11;  in 
1847,  it  was  1  in  8.  The  population  has  increased  only  49 
per  cent,  since  that  time,  whilst  the  scholars  in  our  day- 
schools  have  increased  at  least  210  per  cent.;  that  is,  leaving 
out  of  view  the  numbers  who  are  Sunday  scholars.  I  agree 
with  the  noble  Lord  who  spoke  last,  that  Sunday-school 
education  is  not  all  the  children  should  have  :  but  when  you 
are  complaining  of  the  want,  the  destitution  of  education,  it  is 
fair  that  should  be  taken  into  account.  In  18 1  8,  the  Sunday 
scholars  numbered  477,000;  in  1833,  they  were  more  than 
1,000,000;  and  from  that  time  to  this  there  has  been  a  very 
rapid  increase. 

Now,  look  at  Scotland.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Secretary  at  War,  I  think,  is  not  in  his  place,  or  he  could 
tell  us  something  about  the  Church  with  which  he  is  so 
honourably  connected,  I  mean  the  Free  Church  of  Scotland. 
If  within  three  or  four  years  they  have  raised  more  than 
1,000,000/.  sterling,  if  they  have  built  or  offered  to  build 
schools  in  some  600  or  700  parishes,  what  will  the  right 
hon.  Member  for  Edinburgh  say  to  this?  I  have  been  in 
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their  churches  and  chapels;  and  if  there  he  one  thing1  more 
honourable  to  the  Scotchmen  of  this  generation  than  another, 
it  is  the  magnanimous  and  wonderful  efforts  which  the 
members  of  that  communion  have  made  to  constitute  them¬ 
selves  a  Church  free  from  the  trammels  and  embarrassments 
attendant  on  a  connection  with  the  State. 

We  will  take  Wales,  and  see  what  has  been  done  there. 
In  the  Carnarvon  and  Denbigh  Herald  of  the  2ist  of  March, 
1846,  I  find  it  stated,  that 

‘  About  seven  or  eight  years  ago,  in  the  seventy- three  parishes  of  Anglesea, 
in  which  there  were  churches,  there  was  not  one  Sunday-school  connected 
with  the  Established  Church,  whilst  there  were  in  the  county  no  fewer  than 
156  Sunday-schools  kept  by  the  various  denominations  of  Dissenters.’ 

And  the  statement  went  on — 

‘There  are  now  in  the  six  counties  of  North  Wales  alone  1,022  places  of 
public  worship,  in  which  Sunday-schools  are  regularly  kept  by  Dissenters,  and 


well  attended,  viz. — 

Calvinistic  Methodists 

.  .  479  schools. 

Independents 

.  .  260  ,, 

Baptists  .... 

Si  „ 

Wesleyans 

202  „ 

which  were  attended  by  upwards  of  140,000  children  altogether.’ 


With  respect  to  Wales,  there  is  this  remarkable  fact,  that 
the  education  of  the  common  people — of  the  labouring  classes 
— has  been  altogether  the  work  of  the  Dissenting  com¬ 
munities  in  that  part  of  the  kingdom.  There  is  not  a 
Member  of  this  House  from  Wales,  on  whatever  side  of  the 
Ilorfee  he  sits,  who  will  deny  that  something  like  nine  out  of 
ten  of  the  labouring  classes  in  Wales  who  have  received 
education  within  the  last  fifty  years,  have  received  that 
education  at  the  hands  of  the  Dissenting  bodies.  There  is, 
I  believe,  a  Commission  of  educational  inquiry  now  at  work 
in  Wales.  We  have  not  their  report  yet;  but  I  venture  to 
foretell  that  when  that  report  is  printed  it  will  establish  the 
fact  I  have  stated — that  of  late  years,  where  the  Church  has 
educated  one  child  in  this  part  of  the  country,  the  Dissenting 
Churches  have  educated  from  eig'ht  to  ten. 
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The  noble  Lord  at  the  head  of  the  Government  appears  to 
differ  from  his  right  lion.  Colleague  the  Member  for  Edinburgh. 
From  what  be  states,  I  understand  he  is  of  opinion  that  the 
voluntary  principle  has  done  a  good  deal — namely,  it  has 
provided  schools  sufficient  for  the  wants  of  the  population. 
The  noble  Lord  said,  speaking  of  his  coming  back  to  office — 

‘When,  however,  we  came,  being  newly-appointed  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  to  consider  the  state  of  education,  it  appeared  to  us  that  a  very  great 
number  of  schools  had  been  built,  and  that  there  was  no  longer  such  a  demand 
as  there  had  been  for  money  to  build  schools  ;  and  that  as  various  deficiencies 
in  the  management  and  conduct  of  the  schools  had  been  observed,  it  would  be 
advisable  to  make  Minutes,  proposing  a  different  distribution  of  the  sum  which 
might  be  voted  by  Parliament,  and  laying  down  in  those  Minutes  what  the 
application  of  that  sum  should  be.’ 

So  that  we  have  the  authority  of  the  noble  Lord  for  this  fact, 
that  the  system  hitherto  pursued,  the  voluntary  system,  has 
provided  schools  in  about  sufficient  abundance ;  and  it  is 
because  the  Government  actually  did  not  find  that  they  had 
the  means  of  distributing  their  grants  for  the  building  of 
schools,  that  they  now  come  before  the  House  and  ask  for 
powers  to  be  allowed  to  spend  the  grants  in  improving  the 
quality  of  the  education.  Is  it  likely,  I  ask,  that  the  sy  stem 
which  has  built  their  schools  for  many  of  the  population 
of  this  country,  will  be  very  long  in  improving  the  quality 
of  the  education  given  in  them?  is  it  likely  that  we  shall 
have  to  wait  long  before  it  will  be  no  more  necessary  to 
pay  and  pension  the  schoolmasters  out  of  the  public  funds, 
than  it  is  now  to  build  schools  for  the  accommodation  of  the 

children  taught  ? 

The  noble  Lord  says — 

‘  I  do  not  understand,  then,  why  any  Dissenter  should  refuse  to  partake  of 
this  grant  on  tlie  ground  that  part  of  this  money  is  given  to  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land  schools,  these  Church  schools  being  supported  by  the  subscriptions  of 
individuals  who  are  members  of  that  Church.’ 

I  think  it  was  not  very  ingenuous  of  the  noble  Lord  to  make 
such  a  statement  as  this  in  his  speech.  He  must  know  it  is 
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not  because  tbe  Church  of  England  receives  money  from  this 
grant  that  Nonconformists  object  to  the  grant;  but  it  is 
because  Nonconformists  themselves,  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  by  which  they  are  so,  cannot  receive  public  money 
for  the  teaching  of  religion  in  their  schools;  and,  therefore, 
they  object  to  the  State  giving  money  as  an  advantage  to  the 
Church  schools — an  advantage  by  which  they  must  profit, 
and  which  will  certainly  be  most  damaging  to  the  Dissenting 
schools. 

The  right  hon.  Member  for  Edinburgh  does  not  generally 
speak  with  great  courtesy  of  Dissenters  and  Nonconformists. 
I  have  heard  him  speak  in  this  House,  I  think,  of  the  braying 
of  Exeter  Hall;  and  last  night  he  spoke  frequently  of  the 
clamour  made  out  of  doors.  It  is  a  very  old  story  for  Gentle¬ 
men  in  office — and  there  must  be  many  comforts,  conveni¬ 
ences,  and  pleasures,  no  doubt,  connected  with  office,  or  men 
would  not  seek  it  so  much  —  it  is  a  common  thing  for  men 
in  office  to  say  that  any  opposition  to  their  plans  made  out 
of  doors  is  clamour.  But  I  ask  whether  it  is  likely  that 
five  hundred  men,  from  all  parts  of  the  country,  would  come 
up  to  London,  and  take  the  trouble  they  have  done,  meeting 
all  the  hostility  and  obloquy  heaped  upon  them,  if  they  did 
not  believe  that  there  was  something  important  in  the  Minutes 
to  the  interests  of  the  different  religious  communities  with 
which  they  are  connected?  And  I  think  that  the  right  hon. 
Gentleman  is  one  of  the  last  men  in  this  House  who  should 
treat  this  movement  as  clamour,  and  condemn  it  as  if  it 
came  from  an  unreasonable  class  of  persons. 

Tbe  right  hon.  Gentleman  tells  us  that  they  are  abandoning 
all  the  principles  which  the  Nonconformists  of  past  times  ever 
taught ;  he  tells  us  what  republican  statesmen  and  leaders  in 
the  United  States  have  said,  what  lias  been  done  or  held  by 
Washington,  Jefferson,  and  the  commonwealth  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts.  But  is  there  any  comparison  between  the  United 
States  and  the  United  Kingdom  ?  Is  there  any  Established 
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Church  in  the  United  States?  Has  the  commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts,  in  every  one  of  its  parishes,  a  gentleman  highly 
educated,  well  paid,  connected  by  birth  or  standing  with  the 
aristocratic  and  privileged  class,  not  influenced  by  the  popular 
sentiment  and  the  popular  mind,  but  acting  always  in  unison 
and  conformity  with  the  privileged  class  to  which  he  is  at¬ 
tached  ?  Give  us,  if  you  please,  the  state  of  things  which  exists 
in  the  United  States,  and  particularly  in  that  State  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts.  Free  us  from  the  trammels  of  your  Church — set 
religion  apart  from  the  interference  of  the  State— if  you  will 
make  public  provision  for  education,  let  it  not  depend  upon 
the  doctrines  of  a  particular  creed — and  then  you  will  find 
the  various  sects  in  this  country  will  be  as  harmonious  on  the 
question  of  education  as  are  the  people  of  the  United  States 
of  America. 

Just  recollect,  when  the  whole  of  the  Nonconformists  are 
charged  with  clamour,  what  they  mean  by  being  Noncon¬ 
formists.  They  object,  as  I  understand,  at  least  I  object, 
to  the  principle  by  which  the  Government  seizes  public 
funds  in  order  to  give  salaries  and  support  to  the  teachers  of 
all  sects  of  religion,  or  of  one  sect  of  religion,  for  I  think  the 
one  plan  nearly  as  unjust  as  the  other.  Either  the  Noncon¬ 
formists  hold  this  opinion,  or  they  are  a  great  imposture.  They 
object  to  any  portion  of  the  public  money  going  to  teachers  of 
religion  belonging  either  to  the  Established  Church  or  to  Dis¬ 
senting  bodies;  they  object  to  the  receiving  it  for  themselves. 
They  find  certain  Minutes  infringing  on  this  principle.  You 
wish  to  establish  a  system  by  which  the  young  persons  of 
this  country  shall  be  trained  to  certain  religious  tenets.  In 
your  Church  schools,  we  are  to  have  the  Catechism  taught, 
and  the  Liturgy  taught,  as  well  as  the  Scriptures  read.  All 
this  is  to  be  done  under  the  cognizance  and  supervision  of 
the  clergyman  of  the  parish.  The  children  are  to  be  examined 
by  the  clergymen  and  by  inspectors  appointed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  who  are  also  to  be  clergymen  of  the  Church  of  England. 
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The  Minutes  clo  not  say  so ;  but  under  the  compact  entered 
into  by  the  Government  with  the  Church,  they  can  appoint 
no  inspector  who  is  not  palatable  to  the  Archbishop  of  Can¬ 
terbury.  The  inspector  must  be  discharged  if  the  Archbishop 
expresses  an  opinion  unfavourable  to  him.  Of  couise  this  is 
in  Church  of  England  schools  only. 

I  admit  that  the  noble  Lord  will  not  carry  it  the  length  of 
proposing  this  for  Dissenting  schools ;  he  will  not  venture  to 
do  so.  We  are  not  yet  sufficiently  humiliated  for  that.  No 
Government  in  this  country  durst  attempt  to  carry  that  into 
effect.  But  if  you  had  the  power  to  carry  out  the  spirit  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  Minutes,  I  say  the  Dissenting  schools  would  not 
be  free  from  interference  by  the  clergymen  of  the  State  Church. 

I  am  prepared  to  contend  that  the  powers  given  by  these 
Minutes  to  the  clergymen  examiners  are  calculated  to  give 
a  great  increase  of  power  to  all  the  clergymen  of  the  Esta¬ 
blished  Church.  They  are  made  public  officers  with  respect 
to  schools.  Now,  the  vicar  of  the  parish  enters  the  schools, 
and  inquires  about  the  children ;  but  he  has  no  more  power 
than  any  other  gentleman  who  may  choose  to  visit  it  and  do 
the  same.  But  by  your  Minutes  you  empower  him  to  enter 
under  the  authority  of  an  inspector,  who,  by  your  compact 
with  the  Church,  can  only  lie  a  clergyman  of  the  Established 
Church.  I  say  these  clergymen  and  inspectors  are  prone  to 
meddle  with  everything.  They  will  go  there  and  examine  the 
children  in  their  books  ;  they  will  interrogate  the  teachers  as 
to  their  methods  and  their  learning.  Do  you  think,  if  they 
find  a  child  whose  brother  or  sister  goes  to  a  Dissenting 
chapel,  the  clergyman  will  not  be  zealous  enough  to  use  his 
influence  to  induce  him  to  attend  the  church  ? 

It  is  notorious  that,  in  all  parts  of  England,  charities,  never 
intended  to  be  used  for  the  promotion  of  particular  religious 
opinions,  but  which  are  in  the  hands  of  the  Established 
Church,  are  distributed  with  a  view  to  the  effect  they  may 
have  in  bringing  an  increase  of  attendance  to  the  National 
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schools  or  the  churches  of  the  Establishment.  I  know  num¬ 
bers  of  these  cases  myself;  and  I  know  that  a  child  who  did 
not  bow  down  to  the  Church,  or  who  refused  to  go  to  a 
National  school,  would  find  himself  placed  under  the  ban  of 
the  clergyman.  All  the  inducements  to  him,  which  you  boast 
of,  to  rise  in  the  world  and  gain  an  honourable  station  in 
society,  would  be  merely  as  the  idle  wind  that  blows,  and 
would  be  of  no  avail  whatever  to  obtain  for  him  an  honour¬ 
able  place  in  life.  If  anything  were  wanted  to  show  the 
effect  of  these  Minutes,  look  at  the  triumph  your  proposi¬ 
tions  have  excited  among  the  members  of  the  Established 
Church,  and  the  clergy  especially.  Was  there  ever  a  good 
measure  for  Nonconformists  proposed  that  was  received  with 
an  exulting  shout  of  gratulation  by  the  lion.  Baronet  below 
me  (Sir  R.  H.  Inglis),  by  the  Bishops,  and  by  all  the  clergy 
of  the  kingdom  ?  I  am  wrong,  perhaps,  as  regards  the  hon. 
Baronet;  he  did  not  loudly  exult,  but  he  took  the  measure 
meekly,  he  took  it  very  thankfully. 

I  acknowledge  that  the  Church  is  thankful  for  everything 
it  can  get,  and  it  never  loses  anything  for  want  of  asking  for 
it.  I  confess  I  am  astonished  that  Churchmen  throughout 
the  country — I  do  not  speak  of  the  clergy,  but  the  laity 
have  supported  this  measure,  because  I  think  they  are  as 
much  interested  as  the  Dissenters  in  opposing  any  extension 
of  power  on  the  part  of  the  clergy.  Nothing  tends  more  to 
impede  the  progress  of  liberty,  nothing  is  more  fatal  to  inde¬ 
pendence  of  spirit  in  the  public,  than  to  add  to  the  powers 
of  the  priesthood  in  matters  of  education.  If  you  give  them 
such  increased  powers  by  legislative  enactment,  you  do  more 
than  you  could  effect  by  any  other  means  to  enslave  and 
degrade  a  people  subject  to  their  influence. 

There  is  yet  another  point  to  which  I  must  advert.  In  the 
speech  of  the  right  hon.  Member  for  Edinburgh,  who  dwelt 
with  great  emphasis  on  the  impartiality  which  he  attributed 
to  this  proposed  system,  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  said  . 
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1  I  do  wish  that,  instead  of  using  phrases  of  disparagement  against  the 
scheme  proposed,  hon.  Gentlemen  would  just  answer  me  this  plain  question  . 
Supposing  in  any  one  city  there  should  be  a  school  connected  with  the  Church, 
another  connected  with  the  Wesleyans,  and  another  with  the  Piesbyterians 
will  any  Gentleman  distinctly  point  out  to  me  what  share  of  the  public  money 
or  what  patronage  is  that  which  the  school  connected  with  the  Church  will 
get,  and  which  the  other  schools  will  not  get  ?’ 

That  is  the  question  to  which  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  asked 
for  an  answer.  If  the  right  hon.  Gentleman  had  looked  over 
the  grants  that  have  already  been  made,  he  .would  have  found 
that  out  of  the  sum  of  149,000/.,  which  during  the  last  three 
years  has  been  distributed  by  the  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council,  the  Church  has  received  141,000/.  There  never  was 
anything  so  impartial.  Hear,  hear  k]  No  doubt  hon.  Gentle¬ 
men  opposite,  who  cheer,  will  say  that  the  Dissenters  might 
have  had  it  if  they  had  asked  for  it.  True,  but  the  Dissenters 
were  of  a  different  temper  from  that.  They  did  not  separate 
from  the  Established  Church  that  they  should  afterwards 
come  whining  and  asking  the  Government  to  support  their 
educational  system.  Their  very  principle  is  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  no  right  to  appropriate  public  funds  for  the  purpose 
of  religious  instruction.  The  right  hon.  Gentleman  the 
Member  for  Edinburgh  knows  right  well  that  in  times  past 
they  have  refused  the  public  money  for  such  a  purpose,  and 
that  in  times  to  come  they  are  likely  to  come  still  less  forward 
than  hitherto  to  avail  themselves  of  such  support. 

The  right  hon.  Gentleman  took  us  to  the  United  States 
last  night,  and  I  will  ask  him  to  accompany  me  there  now  for 
a  moment.  The  impartiality  of  your  plan  is  like  this. 
Suppose  at  the  present  time  in  the  United  States — there 
being  no  Established  Church  there — the  Government  were  to 
offer  an  endowment  to  the  religious  sects,  and  nine-tenths 
having  refused  to  accept  it,  the  Government  were  to  persist 
in  endowing  the  remaining  one-tenth,  while  the  others 
protested  against  the  principle  of  endowment  altogether ; 
in  that  condition  of  things  the  plea  of  impartiality  would 
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be  as  just  and  fair  as  that  put  forward  in  the  present  case 
by  the  right  lion.  Gentleman.  The  Dissenters  have  not 
taken,  and  they  will  not  take,  this  money ;  and  it  must  be 
clear  to  those  who  know  the  history  and  understand  anything 
of  the  principles  of  Nonconformity,  that  any  Nonconformist 
who  takes  one  sixpence  of  this  grant  for  the  purpose  of 
teaching  the  tenets  of  his  particular  sect,  can  never  after¬ 
wards,  with  any  show  of  consistency  and  good  faith,  say  one 
syllable  against  the  domination  and  usurpation  of  the  Esta¬ 
blished  Church. 

I  think  that  in  this  year  1847  the  time  may  be  said  to 
have  come,  when,  although  the  members  of  the  Established 
Church  may  not  consider  such  scruples  wise  and  prudent,  the 
scruples  which  do  exist  and  are  conscientiously  entertained  by 
thousands  and  millions  of  our  countrymen  should  be  respected, 
and  when  the  Government  should  pause  before  it  holds  out 
a  great  temptation  to  men  to  abandon  their  principles ; 
and,  in  the  event  of  their  refusing  to  abandon  them,  offers 
an  enormous  advantage  to  the  members  of  the  Established 
Church.  With  respect  to  the  Roman  Catholics,  the  right 
lion.  Gentleman  did  not  give  a  direct  reply  to  the  statement 
of  the  lion.  Member  for  Finsbury  on  that  part  of  the  subject, 
when  he  read  an  extract  from  a  speech  of  the  noble  Lord  in 
1 839 ;  and,  as  there  has  been  some  talk  of  the  negotiations 
which  have  been  going  on  with  the  Wesleyans  during  the 
last  fortnight,  I  should  be  glad,  if  the  right  hen.  Baronet  the 
Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department  should  think  it 
worth  while  to  notice  anything  I  say,  to  receive  an  answer 
to  this  question — Have  the  Privy  Council  communicated 
with  the  authorities  and  dignitaries  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  with  respect  to  the  appointment  of  inspectors  of  Roman 
Catholic  schools,  or  have  they  not?  If  they  have,  then  it 
follows  of  course  that  they  must  have  had  the  intention,  when 
these  Minutes  were  laid  upon  the  tables  of  both  Houses  of 
Parliament,  to  make  grants  to  Roman  Catholic  schools.  That 
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would  be  something'  noble,  something  great,  something  to  be 
admired,  in  coming  forward  to  offer  this  great  boon  to  all 
classes  of  the  people  without  favour  or  distinction. 

In  this  House  I  have  often  beard  men  taunt  the  Dissenters 
with  bigotry  in  their  conduct  towards  the  Roman  Catholic 
population ;  but  let  it  be  said  that  those  Dissenters  have 
ever  accorded  and  been  willing  to  accord  to  their  Roman 
Catholic  brethren  all  and  everything  they  sought  and  could 
conscientiously  accept  for  themselves.  Civil  rights  and  privi¬ 
leges  the  Dissenters  have  been  willing  to  grant  to  Catholics. 
Many  of  them  who  have  had  seats  in  this  House  since  1829 
would  never  have  found  admittance  here  had  it  not  been 
for  the  assistance  they  received  in  their  struggle  for  civil 
liberty  at  the  hands  of  the  Dissenting  body.  My  honest 
opinion  is  this,  that  when  these  Minutes  were  laid  upon  the 
table,  the  Government  intended,  and  most  wisely,  to  open 
these  grants  to  all  persons  of  all  religious  persuasions  what¬ 
soever. 

The  Government  had  no  idea  that  there  would  be  a  dis¬ 
turbance  about  these  Minutes.  They  were  drawn  up  by  a 
very  clever  secretary,  who,  like  other  secretaries,  is  disposed 
to  magnify  the  importance  of  his  office,  and  when  drawn  up 
they  were,  no  doubt,  submitted  to  the  oversight  of  the  bishops 
in  the  other  House.  The  whole  thing  was  comfortably  con¬ 
cocted,  and  it  was  supposed  the  Dissenters  would  take  it 
without  asking  any  cpiestions.  But  the  moment  the  Wes- 
leyans  evinced  a  disposition  to  join  other  Dissenters  in  resisting 
the  measure,  it  was  feared  that  the  opposition  might  grow  too 
formidable,  and  negotiations  were  entered  into.  Possibly  the 
Government  did  not  make  the  first  overture  in  this  negotia¬ 
tion  ;  but  it  often  happens  in  these  cases,  as  everybody 
knows,  that  there  is  some  convenient  friend  to  make  the 
primary  advance,  and  put  the  negotiation  in  train.  At  this 
time  the  Wesleyans  are  supposed  to  be  under  the  delusion 
that  the  Roman  Catholics  are  to  be  excluded ;  and  if  they 
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are,  I  am  reminded  of  what  has  been  said  by  a  well-known 
writer,  that  it  is  sometimes  as  pleasant  to  be  cheated  as 
to  cheat. 

I  am  not  now  going  to  detain  the  House  with  any 
observations  as  to  the  construction  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council,  nor  will  I  enter  into  particulars  of  the 
expenditure  to  he  incurred,  or  of  the  bribes  to  be  offered. 
This  only  I  will  remark,  that  I  believe  the  last  thing  any 
reasonable  man  would  do  to  elevate  his  fellow-man,  is  to 
make  him  a  pensioner  or  recipient  of  the  bounty  of  the 
Government.  But  the  question  is,  whether  the  Noncon¬ 
formists,  forming  so  large  a  part  of  the  population  of  this 
country,  are  to  have  their  feelings  and  principles  disregarded 
in  the  course  of  legislation  you  adopt — whether  a  new  system 
of  education  is  to  he  introduced  in  which  you  teach  every¬ 
body’s  religion  at  everybody's  expense  ?  The  Nonconformists 
deny  your  right  to  do  this  :  they  will  not  receive  your  money. 
You  offer  them  that  which  is  of  no  value  to  them ;  and  the 
Church,  less  scrupulous,  receives  the  gift.  The  consequence 
is  that  the  schools  of  the  Dissenters  will  stand  at  a  great 
disadvantage  as  compared  with  the  Church  schools — the  one 
class  depending  solely  upon  voluntary  contributions,  the  other 
having  certain  bribes  attached  to  it  of  provision  for  life,  and 
for  the  maintenance  of  which  the  House  is  asked  to  vote  at 
the  expense  of  all. 

I  will  say  nothing  now  of  the  wonderful  statesmanship 
which  has  chosen  this  particular  season  to  open  an  arena  of 
strife,  and  throw  down  an  apple  of  discord  amongst  us  when 
there  was  an  appearance  of  concord  and  unanimity.  I  am 
sorry  it  lias  come  to  this ;  I  am  sorry,  not  because  of  the 
particular  effect  it  may  have  upon  this  Government  or  that 
Government,  but  because  I  must  ever  regret  to  see  discord 
and  bitterness  introduced  upon  religious  subjects,  and  because 
I  know  that  when  once  this  strife  begins,  real  interests,  useful 
matters,  are  neglected ;  and  men  separate  and  stray  aside 
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from  paths  which  they  might  tread  together  to  the  advantage 
of  their  common  country. 

I  will  now  conclude ;  and  if  I  have  been  betrayed  into  some 
warmth  of  expression,  let  it  be  remembered  that  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Nonconformist  body.  My  forefathers  lan¬ 
guished  in  prison  by  the  acts  of  that  Church  which  you  now 
ask  me  to  aggrandise.  Within  two  years  places  of  worship 
of  the  sect  to  which  I  belong  have  been  despoiled  of  their 
furniture  to  pay  the  salary  of  a  minister  of  the  Established 
Church;  and  when  I  look  back  and  see  how  that  Church 
has  been  uniformly  hostile  to  the  progress  of  public  liberty, 
it  is  impossible  for  me  to  withhold  my  protest  against  the 
outrage  committed  by  the  Government  on  the  Nonconformist 
body  for  the  sake  of  increasing  the  power  of  a  political 
institution,  which  I  believe  is  destined  to  fall  before  the 
growing  Christianity  and  the  extending  freedom  of  the 
people. 


CHURCH  RATES  ABOLITION 

BILL. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  APRIL  27,  1860. 

From  Hansard. 

I  feel  somewhat  indebted  to  the  right  lion,  and  learned 
Gentleman  (Mr.  'Whiteside)  for  having  come  forward  as  a 
new  advocate  upon  this  question,  for  he  has  thrown,  by  that 
physical  force  oratory  of  which  he  is  so  great  a  master,  some 
new  light  upon  a  question  which  has  been  worn  almost 
threadbare.  But  I  do  not  think  that  when  his  speech  is  read 
to-morrow  it  will  persuade  that  great  portion  of  the  people 
who  object  to  Church-rates  that  the  system  now  existing 
should  be  permanently  continued.  I  was  not  present  at 
the  opening  of  the  learned  Gentleman's  speech,  but  when 
I  entered  the  House  he  was  telling  us  that  the  Noncon¬ 
formists  of  the  olden  time  were  a  much  better  class  of 
men  than  the  Dissenters  of  the  present  day;  that  they 
made  no  objections  to  the  equity  of  Church-rates.  That 
was  a  sentiment  which  was  received  with  great  enthusiasm 
by  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite,  who  for  the  first  time  have 
appeared  as  decided  admirers  of  the  Nonconformists  of  the 
past.  In  answer  to  that  it  may  be  said  that  from  the  time 
of  Queen  Elizabeth  down  to  the  Act  of  Toleration  the 
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principles  of  religious  freedom  were  little  understood  in  this 
country.  We  know  that  not  the  Church  only  when  it  had 
the  power,,  hut  many  of  the  Nonconformists  themselves, 
admitted  that  it  was  right  not  only  to  raise  taxes  for  the 
support  of  a  particular  Church — their  own  Church — but  that 
it  was  positively  right  to  coerce  those  persons  who  held 
religious  opinions  different  from  their  own.  They  had  not 
advanced  as  far  as  the  great  body  of  the  English  people, 
including  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite,  and  the  party  they 
represent,  have  now  advanced,  and  therefore  the  learned 
Gentleman^  argument  goes  for  very  little.  But  he  has 
treated  the  House  to  a  public  reading  of  a  large  portion 
of  the  evidence  of,  I  think,  two  gentlemen  who  were 
witnesses  before  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Lords.  I 
shall  refer  only  to  the  evidence  of  one  of  these  gentlemen — 
Mr.  Bunting.  I  suspect  that  when  the  name  of  Bunting 
was  mentioned  there  was  a  general  impression  that  this  was 
the  evidence  of  a  very  distinguished  man  who,  although  not 
nominally,  yet  actually,  was  Bishop  or  Archbishop,  and 
almost  Pope,  in  the  sect  of  which  he  was  so  distinguished 
a  Member.  But  that  is  not  the  case.  The  learned 
Gentleman,  not  for  the  first  time  in  his  life  as  a  counsel 
learned  in  the  law,  has  been  beholden  for  his  brief 
to  an  attorney  practising  in  Manchester.  Mr.  Bunting  is 
not  a  minister  of  the  Methodist  Church,  as  I  understand, 
but  is  in  the  profession  of  the  law,  and  therefore  I  must 
strip  him  of  any  authority  he  has  upon  this  matter  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Methodist  Church  in  consequence  of  his 
hearing  the  name  of  Bunting.  I  must  say,  further,  that  this 
Gentleman,  although  in  some  sort  a  Nonconformist,  inas¬ 
much  as  I  presume  he  attends  a  Methodist  Chapel,  is  a 
politician  of  a  peculiar  kind,  such  as  is  not  found  very 
frequently  among  the  Dissenting  body.  I  dare  say  he  agrees 
with  the  most  obstructive,  if  I  may  use  the  term.  Con¬ 
servative  or  Tory  among  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite,  and  if 
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we  had  taken  his  opinion  upon  all  those  questions  of  policy 
which  this  House  has  decided  in  favour  of  popular  rights 
and  justice  to  the  people  of  this  country  during  the  last 
twenty  years,  I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  Mr.  Bunting 
would  have  been  as  conclusive  in  his  evidence  against  all 
those  concessions  as  he  appears  to  have  been  upon  the  question 
of  Church-rates.  But  the  learned  Gentleman  did  not  treat  the 
House  quite  fairly  in  stating  the  evidence  of  this  Gentleman, 
because  even  he  did  not  feel  himself  courageous  enough  to  say 
that  the  Wesleyan  body  was  in  favour  ot  Church-rates.  I 
find  he  says,  in  answer  to  a  question  whether  there  was  any 
likelihood  of  petitions  being  sent  by  them  : — 

<  No  :  from  a  fear  on  the  part  of  those  who  sympathize  with  the  Church  of 
England  of  eliciting  an  opinion  to  the  contrary.  There  is  among  us  a  general 
agreement  not  to  disturb  questions  which  we  do  not  consider  essential,  ihe 
opposition  would,  I  believe,  be  from  a  minority  in  our  own  body.’ 

‘  A  distinct  minority  1 — I  think  I  should  call  it  so. 

The  House  will  see  from  this  that  although  Mr.  Bunting 
is  not  remarkable  for  great  hesitation  generally  in  his 
opinions  upon  this  matter,  yet  he  does  hesitate  to  say  that 
the  Wesleyan  body  was  with  any  sort  of  unanimity  in  favour 
of  Church-rates.  And  I  can  give  my  testimony,  living  as 
1  do  in  a  neighbourhood  where  they  are  very  numerous,  and 
where  their  services  have  been  very  great,  to  the  fact  that 
when  the  question  of  Church-rates  is  mooted  and  contests 
take  place,  although  a  few  leading  men  are  anxious  to  keep 
the  question  quiet,  because  it  is  one  which  might  disturb  their 
body,  as  far  as  my  observation  goes,  a  very  large  number 
I  think  a  majority— who  attend  their  chapels  have  generally 
acted  with  the  party  by  which  Church-rates  were  opposed. 

But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  Wesleyan  body  is 
of  a  peculiar  character,  that  its  government  is  more  strictly 
priestly  than  anything  that  exists  m  the  Church  of  England, 
and  almost  beyond  anything  outside  the  Church  of  Rome.  The 
Conference,  composed  of  one  hundred  ministers,  dominates 
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to  a  large  extent  not  only  over  the  private  opinions  and 
individual  action  of  the  members,  but  also  over  what  I 
may  call  the  corporate  or  sect  action,  and  throughout 
their  numerous  chapels  in  this  country,  unless  the  Con¬ 
ference  were  to  give  the  order  or  its  permission,  w  e 
should  probably  not  find  from  any  of  these  congregations 
petitions  presented  to  this  House.  But  from  this  fact 
may  be  traced  an  important  series  of  circumstances — that 
there  have  been  from  that  body  numerous  secessions  of  very 
noteworthy  character,  secessions  which  have  not  arisen  from 
any  difference  as  to  the  doctrine,  but  simply  as  to  the  absolute 
government  of  the  Conference.  Notwithstanding  all  this,  as 
I  have  said,  great  numbers  of  them — I  believe  a  very  great 
majority — vote  in  opposition  to  Church-rates  whenever  a  con¬ 
test  takes  place,  and  do  unite  in  sympathy  upon  this  question 
with  the  great  body  of  Dissenters  belonging  to  other  sects. 

I  should  not  have  said  so  much  about  this  particular 
body  had  it  not  been  for  the  extraordinary  importance 
which  the  learned  Gentleman  has  given  to  this  part  of 
the  subject.  I  find,  however,  that  even  from  the  Conference 
Methodists  there  have  been  1 35  petitions  presented,  from  the 
Methodist  New  Connection  97,  from  the  Methodist  Free 
Church  164,  from  the  Primitive  Methodists  365,  from  the 
Calvinistic  Methodists  108,  from  the  United  Methodists,  the 
Methodist  Reformers,  and  the  Wesleyan  Association  47 ; 
making  a  total  of  more  than  800  petitions  which  have  been 
presented  from  the  whole  body  of  Methodists  in  favour  of  this 
Bill.  Now,  as  to  the  other  sects  of.  Dissenters,  I  believe  the 
learned  Gentleman  has  not  been  able  to  make  out  any  kind  of 
case  or  show  any  difference  of  opinion  among  them  upon  this 
question.  I  think  he  will  admit  that  they  are,  with  as  much 
unanimity  as  can  ever  be  expected  upon  public  questions,  in 
favour  of  a  repeal  of  Church-rates.  But  if  it  be,  as  he  says, 
that  this  movement  is  merely  the  movement  of  a  few  busy, 
meddling  agitators  belonging  to  those  sects — whose  numbers, 
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by  tlie  way,  he  has  not  given  very  accurately — if  that  he  so, 
how  comes  it  that  throughout  the  country  and  in  this  House 
they  have  obtained  so  large  a  share  of  support  ?  That  fact  is 
a  very  ugly  one,  and  the  right  hon.  and  learned  Gentleman 
passed  it  over.  Even  the  Church,  on  whose  behalf  the 
learned  Gentleman  professes  to  speak,  is  itself  not  unani¬ 
mous  upon  this  question,  and  in  all  the  parishes  in  towns  and 
cities  where  Church-rates  have  been  abolished,  every  Member 
who  has  been  engaged  in  this  question  will  admit  that  no 
inconsiderable  number  of  those  who  regularly  attend  the 
services  of  the  Church  have  joined  those  agitating,  meddling 
Dissenters  in  their  attempt  to  put  an  end  to  the  system  of 
Church-rates.  I  should  say  in  those  districts  a  large  mino¬ 
rity — I  will  not  say  a  majority — of  Churchmen  have  been 
as  willing  to  get  Church-rates  abolished  as  Dissenters 
themselves. 

I  live  in  a  town  in  which  contests  about  Church-rates 
have  been  carried  on  in  past  years  with  a  vigour  and  deter¬ 
mination,  and,  if  you  like  it,  with  an  animosity  which  has  not 
been  surpassed  in  any  other  part  of  the  kingdom.  Hon. 
Gentlemen  opposite,  who  profess  to  he  in  favour  of  what  is 
called  a  stand-up .  fight,  will  be  glad  to  hear  that  nothing 
could  exceed  the  activity  of  their  friends  in  that  parish, 
nothing  could  exceed  the  profuseness  with  which  they  were 
willing  to  pay  for  a  contest,  in  order  that  all  might  have  to 
contribute  to  a  Church  which  at  that  time  they  themselves 
were  not  willing  adequately  to  support.  The  very  last  contest 
of  this  kind  cost  the  Church  party  in  the  parish  as  much 
money  as,  if  invested  at  the  common  rate  of  interest,  would 
have  supported  the  fabric  of  the  church  for  ever.  [A  cry  of 
<  How  much  ? ']  I  can  tell  the  hon.  Gentleman  what  was 
the  estimate  formed,  which  I  believe  was  never  disputed,  and 
which,  judging  from  the  expenditure  on  the  other  side,  was 
not,  I  should  say,  very  inaccurate.  I  believe  that  the  expen¬ 
diture  would  not  he  less  than  from  3,000 1.  to  4,000/.  It  is 
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a  large  parish,  probably  ten  miles  square,  and  contains  nearly 
100,000  inhabitants ;  and  I  need  not  tell  hon.  Members  that 
there  is  no  class  of  people  m  England  more  determined  and 
more  unconquerable,  whichever  side  they  take,  than  are  the 
people  of  the  county  from  which  I  come. 

What  was  the  result  of  that  struggle  ?  The  result  was  that 
the  Church-rate  was  for  ever  entirely  abolished  in  that  parish. 
I  have  since  seen  several  lists  of  candidates  for  the  church- 
wardenship  put  forth  by  Churchmen,  each  of  which  claimed 
support  upon  the  ground  that  they  would  never  consent  to  the 
reimposition  of  a  Church-rate;  and  the  parish  has  been  for 
many  years  upon  this  question  a  model  of  tranquillity.  It 
would  not  be  enough  that  it  should  be  a  model  of  tranquillity 
if  the  result  had  followed  which  the  learned  Gentleman 
foretold  in  such  dolorous  language,  that  religion  would 
be  uncared  for,  and  that  the  Gospel  would  no  longer  be 
preached  to  the  poor;  but  I  will  undertake  to  say  that  since 
that  contest  that  venerable  old  parish  church  has  had  laid  out 
upon  it,  in  repairing  and  beautifying  it,  from  money  sub¬ 
scribed  not  altogether,  but  mainly  by  Churchmen,  ten  times, 
aye,  twenty  times  as  much  as  was  ever  expended  upon  it 
during  a  far  longer  period  of  years  in  which  Church-rates 
were  levied.  During  that  period  there  were  discussions  about 
the  graveyard,  about  the  hearses,  about  the  washing  of  the 
surplices,  about  somebody  who  had  to  sweep  out  the  church. 
There  were  discussions  of  all  sorts,  of  a  most  irritating  and 
offensive  character.  The  clock  which  was  there  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public  no  longer  told  the  time,  and,  in 
fact,  there  was  evidence  of  that  sort  of  decay  to  which  the 
learned  Gentleman  has  pointed  as  the  inevitable  result  of  the 
abolition  of  Church-rates.  Since  the  rate  ceased  to  be  levied 
the  clock  has  kept  time  with  admirable  fidelity,  and  to 
such  an  extent  has  the  liberality  of  Churchmen  gone,  that 
very  lately  they  have  put  up  another  clock  in  a  neighbouring 
church.  1  believe  that  in  the  parish  of  Rochdale  the  Church 
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people  have  received  far  more  benefit  from  the  abolition  of  the 
Church-rate  than  the  Dissenters  have.  They  have  found  out, 
what  they  never  knew  before,  that  when  placed  upon  the  same 
platform  as  Dissenters,  and  oblig’ed  to  depend  upon  their  own 
resources,  they  are  as  liberal  and  zealous  as  other  sects. 

I  wish  that  the  learned  Gentleman  had  told  us,  and 
I  hope  that  some  one  who  may  follow  him  will  do  so,  how 
it  happens  that  year  by  year  there  has  been  growing  in  this 
House  a  power  in  opposition  to  Church-rates,  while  at  the  same 
time  there  has  been  less  animosity  throughout  the  country 
upon  this  question.  I  believe  it  has  arisen  from  the  growth 
of  a  better  feeling  on  both  sides,  and  from  the  fact  that  year 
by  year  there  have  been  secessions  from  the  supporters  of 
Church-rates  throughout  the  country,  and  that  more  and 
more  without  the  action  of  Parliament  the  principle  embodied 
in  the  clauses  of  the  Bill  of  my  lion.  Friend  has  come  to  be 
acted  upon.  Now  what  is  the  real  point  between  us  ? 
because  I  believe  that  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite  will  agree 
with  me  that  if  it  could  be  done  it  would  be  better  that  this 
question  should  be  for  ever  disposed  of.  hat  is  the  question 
at  issue  between  us?  Does  any  man  dispute  the  evils  that 
have  arisen  ?  The  right  hon.  and  learned  Gentleman  has,  m 
a  speech  of  great  vigour,  endeavoured  to  throw  ridicule  and 
contempt  upon  the  great  body  of  the  Dissenting  population  of 
this  country.  [fNo,  no  F]  Well,  at  any  rate,  he  has  not 
refrained  from  expressions  of  harshness  towards  those  whom 
he  charges  with  being  the  movers  in  this  question.  But  does 
he  believe,  or  do  any  of  you  believe,  that  if  those  persons  did 
not  in  the  main  possess  the  confidence  of  the  great  body  of 
the  Dissenters,  they  could  in  a  week,  a  fortnight,  or  a  month, 
stir  them  up  from  one  end  of  the  country  to  the  other, 
and  bring  to  your  table  the  signatures  of  500,000  of  your 
countrymen  ?  [Cries  of  f  600,000/]  I  am  reminded  that  the 
number  is  600,000,  but  in  a  matter  of  this  kind  I  am  not 
particular  to  100,000  more  or  less.  I  say,  then,  is  there  any 
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one  here  who  disputes  the  evils  which  have  arisen  from  these 
discussions  ?  I  confess  that  I  have  sometimes  wished  that  I 
could  speak  in  this  House,  even  if  it  were  for  only  one  half 
hour,  in  the  character  of  a  member  of  the  Church  of  England. 
If  I  could  have  done  that  I  should  have  appealed  to  the 
House  in  language  far  more  emphatic  and  impressive  than  I 
have  ever  been  able  to  use  as  a  Dissenter,  in  favour  of  the 
abolition  of  this  most  mischievous  and  obnoxious  impost. 

The  right  lion,  and  learned  Gentleman  has  no  plan.  I  think 
he  was  right  in  making  that  admission.  I  believe  there  are 
only  two  courses  which  can  he  pursued.  One  is  to  leave  the  law 
exactly  as  it  is,  a  course  which,  if  this  matter  did  not  touch  a 
question  of  religion,  I  should  not  complain  of,  because  it 
leaves  the  majority  in  every  parish  to  decide  for  itself.  The 
other  plan  is  that  of  my  lion.  Friend  the  Member  for 
Tavistock.  You  have  tried  every  kind  of  contrivance.  The 
right  lion.  Gentleman  the  Member  for  the  University  of 
Cambridge  (Mr.  Walpole)  proposed  a  plan.  The  right  hon. 
and  learned  Member  for  the  University  of  Dublin  was  a 
Member  of  the  Government  by  which  that  plan  was  pro¬ 
posed  ;  and,  as  he  now  says  that  he  has  no  plan,  I  presume 
that  he  has  abandoned  the  plan  of  the  right  hon.  Gentleman 
opposite.  The  right  hon.  Baronet  the  Home  Secretary,  and 
the  right  hon.  Baronet  the  Chancellor  of  the  Duchy  of  Lan¬ 
caster,  also  tried  plans.  Indeed,  there  are  in  the  House  many 
who  have  aspired  to  legislate  upon  this  subject,  but  have 
failed  in  these  attempts  at  conciliation ;  and  I  think  we  must 
all  feel  conscious  that  we  must  either  remain  as  we  are,  or 
adopt  the  Bill  which  is  now  before  us.  I  confess  that  I  am 
altogether  against  any  kind  of  dodge  by  which  this  matter 
may  be  even  temporarily  settled.  I  think  that  if  this  Church 
be  a  national  establishment,  you  cannot  by  law  insist  that  its 
support  shall  be  drawn  from  only  a  portion  of  the  population. 
I  agree  with  you  altogether  in  that.  If  I  were  a  Churchman 
I  would  never  consent -to  it,  and,  not  being  a  Churchman,  I 
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wholly  repudiate  it.  The  dissensions  to  which  I  have  referred 
have  prevailed,  prevail  still,  and  cannot  terminate  as  long1  as 
this  impost  exists.  What  is  its  natural  and  inevitable  result  ? 
It  must  be  to  create  and  stimulate  the  pride  of  supremacy  in 
the  dominant  Church,  and  at  the  same  time  produce  what  I 
shall  call  the  irritation  of  subjugation  and  injustice  on  the 
part  of  that  great  portion  of  the  people  who  support  their  own 
ministers  and  places  of  worship,  and  who  think  that  they 
ought  not  to  he  called  upon  to  support  those  of  any  other  sect 
or  Church.  Now,  is  it  necessary  that  this  should  continue? 
I  often  have  occasion  in  this  House  to  give  hope  to  hon. 
Gentlemen  opposite.  They  are  probably  the  most  despairing 
political  party  that  any  country  ever  had  within  its  borders. 
They  despair  of  almost  everything.  They  despaired  of  agri¬ 
culture.  Agriculture  triumphs.  They  despair  of  their  Church, 
yet  whenever  that  Church  has  been  left  to  its  own  resources 
and  to  the  zeal  of  its  members  its  triumph  has  been  manifest 
to  the  country  and  to  the  world.  Are  you  made  of  different 
material  from  the  five  millions  of  people  who  go  to  the  Dis¬ 
senting  chapels  of  England  and  Wales?  You  have  your 
churches, — I  speak  of  the  old  ones,  not  of  those  recently 
erected  by  means  of  voluntary  contributions, — you  have  your 
churches,  which  you  call  national,  and  you  have  them  for 
nothing.  You  have  your  ministers  paid  out  of  property 
anciently  bequeathed  or  intrusted  to  the  State  for  their  use. 
In  that  respect  you  stand  in  a  far  better  position  for  under¬ 
taking  what,  if  Church-rates  are  abolished,  you  must  under¬ 
take,  than  do  the  great  body  of  your  Dissenting  brethren. 
Have  you  less  zeal,  have  you  less  liberality,  than  they  have  ? 
Do  not  you  continually  boast  in  this  House  that  you  are 
the  owners  of  the  great  bulk  of  the  landed  property  of  the 
country?  Are  you  not  the  depositaries  of  political  power,  and 
do  you  not  tell  us  that  when  a  Dissenter  becomes  rich  he 
always  walks  away  from  the  chapel  into  your  church  ?  If  this 
be  so,  am  I  appealing  in  vain  to  you,  or  reasoning  in  vain 
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with  you,  when  I  try  to  encourage  you  to  believe  that  if  there 
were  no  Church-rates  the  members  of  your  church  and  your 
congregations  would  be  greatly  improved,  and  that,  as  has 
taken  place  in  the  parish  in  which  I  live,  your  churches  would 
be  better  supported  by  your  own  voluntary  and  liberal  contri¬ 
butions,  than  they  can  ever  be  by  the  penny  per  pound  issuing 
from  the  pockets  of  men  who  do  not  attend  your  church,  and 
who  are  rendered  ten  times  more  hostile  to  it  by  the  very 
effort  to  make  them  contribute  to  its  support. 

I  believe  that  Church-rates  must  before  long  be  abolished. 
Hence,  I  wish  to  afford  some  hope  and  consolation,  if  I 
can,  to  hon.  Gentlemen  opposite.  Mr.  Osborne  and  Mr. 
Bunting,  from  whom  the  right  hon.  and  learned  Member  so 
largely  quoted,  themselves  belong  to  a  body  that  has  done 
marvels  in  this  country  iu  erecting  chapels,  paying  ministers, 
establishing  schools,  raising  the  dead,  if  you  like — for  men 
who  were  dead  to  religion  have  been  made  Christians;  and 
they  have  preached  the  Gospel  to  the  poor  in  every  county,  I 
might  almost  say  in  every  parish,  in  the  kingdom.  Yet 
they  have  not  come  to  Parliament  for  grants  of  money ;  and, 
although  they  have  often  come  to  me  and  others  for  contribu¬ 
tions  to  their  chapels  and  schools,  they  have  never  had  any 
force  of  law  to  enable  them  to  raise  their  funds.  Throughout 
England  and  Wales  what  would  be  the  condition  of  your 
population,  your  religious  establishments,  your  education,  if 
it  were  not  for  the  liberality  of  those  sects  of  whom  the  right 
hon.  and  learned  Gentleman  thinks  fit  to  speak  in  disparaging 
terms  ? 

But  I  pass  to  his  own  country,  and  though  I  should 
like  to  see  Irish  Members  more  frequently  taking  part  in  the 
discussion  of  questions  affecting  England  and  Wales  than 
they  do,  I  was  surprised  to  find  that  the  right  hon.  and 
learned  Gentleman  made  no  reference  whatever  to  what  has 
taken  place  in  the  island  from  which  he  himself  comes.  In 
the  year  1833  you  abolished  the  vestry  cess,  the  Church-rate 
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of  Ireland ;  you  abolished  one-fourth  of  the  tithe — that  is, 
you  took  it  from  the  Church  and  gave  it  to  the  landlord ; 
you  did  many  things  which  the  Irish  Church  at  that 
time,  which  many  Gentlemen  of  the  same  party  as  the  right 
lion,  and  learned  Member  denounced,  just  as  you  denounce 
the  present  Bill.  Of  course  it  will  he  said  that  the  Earl  of 
Derby  has  since  then  changed  his  opinions,  and  therefore  the 
views  he  held  at  that  period  will  have  no  authority  with  his 
followers  now.  But  what  has  been  the  effect  on  that  Church  ? 
Is  there  a  man  in  this  House  with  the  slightest  knowledge 
of  what  has  occurred  in  Ireland  during  the  last  thirty  years, 
who  will  not  admit  that  the  Irish  Protestant  Establishment 
would  have  been  absolutely  uprooted  and  separated  from  the 
State  for  ever  long  before  now  hut  for  the  large  measure  of 
change — I  will  say  of  reform — to  which  the  Earl  of  Derby,  as 
a  Minister  of  that  day,  was  a  party  ?  If  that  be  true,  what 
right  has  anybody  to  charge  the  'hon.  Member  for  Tavistock 
with  a  deadly  hostility  to  the  Church  of  England  ?  I  do  not 
believe  there  is  a  man  in  this  country  at  this  moment  who 
has  any  hostility  to  the  Church  of  England  as  a  Church.  I 
never  met  with  such  a  man.  The  right  lion,  and  learned 
Gentleman  has  referred  to  a  friend  of  mine  who  not  long  ago 
had  a  seat  in  this  House,  although  he  did  not  mention  him 
by  name.  I  allude  to  Mr.  Miall.  There  is  no  man  in 
England  whose  character  for  religion,  morality,  intelligence, 
or  a  persistent  devotion  to  what  he  believes  to  he  right  stands 
higher  than  that  of  Mr.  Miall.  But  Mr.  Miall  has  not  the 
smallest  objection  to  the  Church  of  England  as  a  religious 
body,  any  more  than  he  has  to  the  Methodist  Conference  or 
any  other  denomination  which  teaches  its  own  peculiar  views 
of  Christianity.  What  he  objects  to  is  that  the  Church 
should  be,  as  it  has  been,  so  much  of  a  political  institution. 
And  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  among  the  clergy  of 
the  Establishment  and  the  most  thoughtful  of  her  sons  there  is 
throughout  the  kingdom  at  this  moment  a  deep  sentiment  at 


524 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


APRIL  27, 


work  which;  altogether  apart  from  Mr.  Miall  and  the  Libera¬ 
tion  Society;  is  destined  before  many  years  are  over  to  make 
o>reat  changes  m  the  constitution  and  condition  of  that 
Church.  And  I  undertake  to  say  that;  if  their  views;  or 
those  of  Mr.  Miall,  were  carried  out  by  Parliament,  the 
Church  would  still  be  a  Church  at  least  as  great,  as  powerful, 
and  as  respected  as  it  ever  was  at  any  period  of  its  history. 
I  believe  it  would,  as  effectually  as  it  ever  has  done,  raise  to 
life  those  who  are  religiously  dead,  and  at  the  same  time, 
more  extensively  than  it  does  now,  preach  the  Gospel  to 
the  poor. 

But  the  right  lion,  and  learned  Gentleman  might  have 
given  us  another  lesson  from  Ireland.  There  the  great  body 
of  the  people — not  the  possessors  of  wealth — are  in  connection 
with  the  Koman  Catholic  Church.  Many  of  us  have  been 
in  Ireland.  I  have  myself  spent  several  weeks  there,  tra¬ 
velling  from  one  part  of  the  country  to  another.  I  saw 
chapels  everywhere, — that  great  cathedrals  had  been  built, 
that  there  were  evidences  of  great  zeal  and  wonderful 
liberality  among  a  people  at  that  time  poor  and  dejected, 
and  in  a  lower  physical  condition,  I  undertake  to  say,  than 
could  have  been  found  in  any  other  population  in  any  Chris¬ 
tian  country  of  Europe.  The  Irish  Catholics,  without  any 
assistance  from  the  State  except  a  paltry  grant,  which  I 
believe  many  of  them  would  gladly  forego,  have  provided 
for  all  the  religious  wants  of  their  people.  And  I  venture 
to  assert  that  religion  —  not  now  speaking  of  particular 
doctrines  or  forms — has  there  permeated  even  to  the  lowest 
class  of  society  in  a  manner  that  is  not  equalled  in  this 
part  of  the  kingdom,  where  your  Church  Establishment  has 
for  ages  reigned  almost  supreme. 

But  if  you  are  not  satisfied  with  the  case  of  Ireland,  let 
us  go  to  Wales.  There  you  have  a  poor  population  who  are 
mainly  Dissenters.  The  Welsh  Dissenters  do  not  own  the  great 
estates.  They  have  no  ancient  endowments,  no  grants  from 
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Parliament.  They  do  not  even  send  representatives  to  this 
House — [‘  Ohk] — representatives  I  mean  of  their  peculiar 
views.  Eight-tenths  of  the  people  of  Wales  have  no  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Established  Church.  Yet,  poor  as  they  are, 
compared  with  the  population  of  England,  there  is  not  a  nook 
or  corner  of  the  Principality  in  which  there  are  not  a  chapel, 
a  school,  and  a  minister,  or  in  which  you  do  not  constantly 
see  the  influence  of  religious  teaching  on  the  character  and 
habits  of  the  people. 

But  go  a  little  further  north,  to  a  land  where  men  are  not 
supposed  to  misunderstand  their  own  interests.  I  refer  to  the 
country  on  the  other  side  of  the  Tweed.  You  have  an  Esta¬ 
blished  Church  there.  Many  years  ago  you  had  two  con¬ 
siderable  secessions  from  its  pale  which  became  powerful  sects. 
They  have  since  united  themselves,  and  their  power  has  pro¬ 
portionately  increased.  But  lately,  within  the  recollection  of 
every  Member  of  this  House,  for  it  is  but  seventeen  years 
ago,  there  was  another  great  secession ;  and  from  what  men 
fancied  was  the  ruin  of  the  Established  Church  of  Scotland 
there  arose  a  new  Church,  offering,  I  will  say,  to  the  world, 
an  example  of  zeal  and  munificence  such  as  has  not  been 
witnessed  in  this  country  during  the  lifetime  of  the  present 
generation.  Not  long  ago,  while  in  Scotland — a  country  to 
which  I  am  very  glad  to  flee  when  we  are  liberated  from 
attendance  in  this  House — I  took  the  pains  to  make  some 
inquiry  upon  this  question ;  and  I  found  that  the  Free 
Church,  which  comprises  probably  not  more  than  one-third 
of  that  portion  of  the  population  who  pay  any  attention  to 
religious  matters,  raised  voluntarily,  during  the  year  when  I 
made  the  inquiry,  a  larger  sum  than  the  whole  annual  emolu¬ 
ments  of  the  Established  Church  of  Scotland.  It  has  built,  I 
think,  something  like  seven  hundred  churches  throughout  that 
part  of  the  kingdom,  and  as  many  manses  or  dwellings  for 
its  ministers.  It  has  also  established  schools  in  almost  every 
parish.  And  I  tell  the  House  with  the  utmost  sincerity 


526 


SPEECHES  OF  JOHN  BRIGHT. 


APRIL  27, 


that  I  believe  I  never  questioned  any  man  in  Scotland  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  disruption  who  did  not  admit  that,  painful 
as  it  was,  and  utterly  as  he  and  many  others  might  have 
opposed  it,  still  it  has  been  full  of  blessings  to  the  people 
of  that  country.  I  believe  the  number  of  persons  who 
frequent  places  of  worship,  the  number  of  schools,  and  the 
number  of  scholars  who  attend  them,  are  all  fai  largei  than 
ever  they  were  before  the  last  great  secession.  Bear  in  mind 
that,  with  the  exception  of  a  very  few  persons  of  high 
station  in  society,  including  one  or  two  Members  of  the 
other  House  and  two  or  three  of  this,  the  property  of  Scot¬ 
land,  as  far  as  property  is  to  he  measured  by  the  possession 
of  the  soil,  has  not  gone  with  the  Free  Church  at  all.  Fet 
you  find  throughout  the  whole  of  that  country  those  vast 
results  from  a  zeal,  a  religious  fervour,  a  munificence,  which 
are  not  a  whit  greater  than  would  he  exhibited  under  the 
same  circumstances  by  members  of  the  Church  of  England. 
But  such  a  state  of  things,  I  say,  must  raise  the  character 
of  the  people  of  Scotland,  high  as  it  was  before,  still  higher 
in  the  estimation  of  the  Christian  world. 

Only  one  other  point  with  regard  to  this  voluntary  ques¬ 
tion.  Apart  from  the  discussions  and  divisions,  from  Bills 
and  clauses  in  this  House,  if  I  were  to  ask  any  lion.  Member 
on  the  other  side  whether  he  believed  that  the  Church  of 
England  was  not,  or  would  not,  become  as  liberal  as  any 
other  sect,  I  have  no  doubt  he  would  at  once  say  that  to 
assert  the  contrary  would  be  to  slander  and  misrepresent  the 
members  of  that  Church.  Well,  I  think  so  too,  and  the  evi¬ 
dence  lies  in  what  the  Church  has  been  doing  of  late  years. 
If  you  stand  upon  any  eminence  in  the  neighbourhood  of  any 
large  town  or  city  in  England,  you  will  see  everywhere  towers 
and  spires  indicating  the  temples  that  have  been  raised  in 
recent  days  for  the  worship  of  God  ;  and  so  also,  if  you  travel 
over  the  country,  as  you  now  rapidly  do,  you  will  see  through 
the  glass  of  the  railway  carriage  one  spire  here,  another  there, 
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and  a  third  yonder.  I  do  not  always  admire  their  archi¬ 
tecture,  hut  some  of  them  are  beautiful  objects  in  the  land¬ 
scape  of  which  they  form  part.  Well,  this  has  all  been 
achieved,  not  by  the  votes  of  Parliament,  for  they  have 
ceased,  hut  by  exactly  the  same  religious  zeal,  the  same 
Christian  benevolence,  which  have  distinguished  the  rest  of 
your  countrymen,  and  which  you,  the  richest  and  proudest  of 
them  all,  would  surely,  under  the  like  circumstances,  equally 
display.  I  want  to  persuade  you  that  this  is  a  good  Bill  for 
the  Established  Church.  I  am  not  about  to  try  to  take  you 
in  by  allowing  you  to  suppose  that  I  agree  with  you  as  to  a 
State  Establishment  for  teaching  religion.  I  ag’ree  on  that 
abstract  question  with  Mr.  Miall  and  the  Liberation  Society. 
I  believe  it  is  an  evil  to  the  State  and  to  religion;  but  that  is 
not  a  question  for  us  to  discuss  now,  or  one  which  probably 
this  generation  will  ever  be  called  on  to  decide.  I  say,  the 
abolition  of  these  irritating  levies  of  money  in  Ireland  has 
been  of  great  advantage  to  the  Established  Church  of  Ireland. 
I  say,  the  more  you  remove  your  question  of  an  Establishment 
from  that  constant  and  irritating  contest  and  discussion  which 
are  inseparable  from  the  continuance  of  these  rates,  the  more 
probably,  for  a  long  period  of  time,  you  will  consolidate  your 
Church ;  and  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  its  fall  as  a  State 
Establishment  will  never  come  from  the  assaults  of  those  who 
are  without  it,  but  will  rather  come  from  the  strong  differences 
of  doctrine  among  those  within  its  pale. 

I  should  like  to  ask  lion.  Gentlemen  opposite  to  look 
to  a  point  in  respect  to  which  their  Church  is  at  a  great 
disadvantage  as  compared  with  Dissenting  congregations. 
I  am  in  a  position  to  observe  both  of  them  with  great 
impartiality,  because  I  belong  to  a  sect  which  is  very 
small,  which  some  people  say  is  decaying,  although  I  be¬ 
lieve  its  main  principles  are  always  spreading.  I  have  no 
particular  sympathy  with  Wesleyans,  Independents,  or  Bap¬ 
tists,  any  more  than  I  have  with  the  congregations  which 
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assemble  in  your  churches.  But  have  you  not  observed  in 
London,  and  more  particularly  in  the  country,  where  you 
are  more  intimately  acquainted  with  the  circumstances  have 
you  not  observed,  that  among-  the  congregations  of  Dissenting 
bodies  there  is  a  greater  activity  in  all  matters  which  belong 
to  their  churches,  and  to  objects  which  they  unite  together  in 
promoting  as  a  religious  community  ?  Do  not  you  find  that 
from  the  richest  and  the  most  influential  man  who  enters  a 
chapel  on  a  Sunday  to  the  humblest  of  the  congregation  there 
is,  as  it  were,  a  chain  of  sympathy  running  through  them  all, 
which  gives  to  them  a  great  strength,  which  combines  them 
together,  which  influences  the  humblest  and  the  highest  for 
good,  and  which  gives  to  the  congregation  a  power  which  is 
found  to  be  greatly  less  existent  in  a  congregation  of  the 
Established  Church?  I  have  spoken  of  this  to  many  persons 
who  differ  from  me  on  all  these  questions  of  Church  esta¬ 
blishments,  Church-rates,  and  the  like  ;  but  I  never  spoke  to 
any  man  in  the  habit  of  attending  the  Established  Church 
who  did  not  admit  to  me  that  it  is  one  of  the  things  they 
most  deplore,  that  among  the  five  hundred  persons  more  or 
less  who  attend  any  particular  church  there  is  infinitely  less 
sympathy,  co-operation,  union,  and  power  of  action  than  is 
evinced  among  the  various  Dissenting  communities  in  this 
country  almost  without  exception.  But  if  you  had  none  of 
these  rates  to  levy  by  law  you  would  be  placed — and  it  would 
be  a  most  material  advantage— in  the  same  position  as  are  the 
congregations  of  Dissenting  bodies.  You  would  be  obliged, 
of  course,  in  the  management  of  your  congregational  affairs, 
to  consult  the  members  in  general ;  you  would  have  your 
monthly  or  quarterly  meetings  ;  and  thus  you  would  know 
who  were  your  neighbours  in  church,  and  you  would  be  united 
together,  as  Dissenting  congregations  are.  And  I  maintain 
that  your  religious  activity  and  life  for  all  purposes  of  mis¬ 
sionary  work  at  home  and  abroad  would  be  greatly  increased 
and  strengthened ;  and  so  far  your  congregations,  your 
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ministers,  and  your  churches  would  he  great  gainers.  Some 
hon.  Gentlemen  will  say  that  I  am  a  violent  partisan  on  this 
question,  and  that  I  have  partaken  of  the  animosity  which  I 
stated  to  have  existed  in  the  parish  in  which  I  live.  I  do  not 
deny  that  in  times  past  I  have  taken  a  warm,  and  it  may  be 
occasionally,  a  too  heated  part  in  the  contests  and  discussions 
on  this  question ;  but,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  feelings 
engendered  by  these  strifes  have  been  swept  away ;  I  am 
older  than  I  was  then ;  I  make  great  allowance  for  men's 
passions,  as  I  ask  that  they  should  make  allowance  for 
mine. 

This  question  has  now  come  to  a  crisis;  and  I  ask  the 
House  to  consider  whether  it  would  not  he  to  the  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  Church,  of  morality,  religion,  and  the  public  peace, 
that  it  should  now  be  set  at  rest  once  and  for  ever.  The 

rie'ht  hon.  and  learned  Gentleman — -it  is  one  of  the  faults  of  a 

© 

high  classical  education — following  the  example  of  the  right 
hon.  Gentleman  who  delighted  us  all  with  a  brilliant  hut 
most  illogical  speech  last  night,  affrighted  us  with  an  account 
of  what  took  place  under  the  democracies  of  Greece,  and  asks 
us  to  follow  the  example  of  those  who  were  believers  in  the 
paganism  of  ancient  Rome.  He  says,  Did  not  the  Roman 
emperors,  consuls,  and  people  go  in  procession  after  the  vile 
gods  and  goddesses  which  they  worshipped  ?  It  is  true  they 
did,  and  I  hope  the  right  hon.  and  learned  Gentleman  re¬ 
grets  by  this  time  that  he  asked  us  to  follow  an  example  of 
that  kind.  Rome  has  perished,  and  the  religion  which  it 
professed  has  perished  with  it.  The  Christian  religion  is 
wholly  different,  and  if  there  be  one  thing  written  more 
legibly  than  another  in  every  page  of  that  Book  on  which  you 
profess  that  your  Church  is  founded,  it  is  that  men  should  be 
just  one  to  another,  kind  and  brotherly  one  to  another,  and 
should  not  ask  of  each  other  to  do  that  which  they  are  not 
willing  themselves  to  do.  I  say  that  this  law  of  Church-rates 
is  a  law  which  violates,  and  violates  most  obviously  and 
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outrageously,  every  law  of  justice  and  of  mercy  which  is 
written  in  that  Book,  and  it  is  because  I  believe  it  does  so 
that  I  am  certain  that  it  never  can  he  of  advantage  to  your 
Church,  if  your  Church  he  a  true  Church;  and,  believing 
that,  and  feeling  how  much  the  interests  and  sympathies  and 
wishes  of  millions  of  our  countrymen  are  in  favour  of  the 
abolition  of  this  impost,  I  ask  you  to  do  what  I  am  now 
ready  to  do — to  give  a  cordial  support  to  the  third  reading  of 
this  Bill  of  my  hon.  Friend. 


LETTER  TO  DR.  GRAY. 


[The  following  letter  on  the  Irish  Church  question  was  addressed  to  Dr.  Gray, 
Editor  of  th e  Freeman’s  Journal,  now  Sir  John  Gray,  M.P.,  October  25,  1852. 
The  estimate  of  the  property  of  the  Irish  Church  is  probably  much  too  low, 
but  this  does  not  affect  the  argument,  or  the  principle  of  the  proposed 
arrangement.] 


My  dear  Dr.  Gray, —  I  observe  from  the  newspapers  that  the 
friends  of  ‘  religious  equality  ’  in  Ireland  are  about  to  hold  a  con¬ 
ference  in  the  city  of  Dublin  with  a  view  to  consider  the  existing 
ecclesiastical  arrangements  of  your  country.  My  engagements  will 
not  permit  me  to  be  present  at  your  deliberations,  and,  indeed,  I 
am  not  sure  that  your  invitations  extend  further  than  to  Irishmen 
and  Irish  representatives ;  but  I  feel  strongly  disposed  to  address 
you  on  the  great  question  you  are  about  to  discuss — a  question 
affecting  the  policy  and  interests  of  the  United  Kingdom,  but  of 
vital  importance  to  Ireland. 

Let  me  say,  in  the  first  place,  that  I  am  heartily  glad  that  any 
number  of  the  Irish  representatives  should  have  resolved  to  grapple 
with  a  question  which,  in  my  opinion,  must  be  settled  on  some  just 
basis,  if  Ireland  is  ever  to  become  tranquil  and  content.  The  case 
of  the  Catholic  population  of  Ireland— and,  in  truth,  it  is  scarcely 
more  their  case  than  that  of  every  intelligent  and  just  Protestant  in 
the  three  kingdoms— is  so  strong,  so  unanswerable,  and  so  generally 
admitted,  that  nothing  is  wanting  to  insure  its  complete  success 
but  the  combination  of  a  few  able  and  honest  men  to  concentrate 
and  direct  the  opinion  which  exists.  If  such  men  are  to  be  found 
among  you — resolute,  persevering,  and  disinterested — a  great  work 
is  before  them,  and  as  certainly  a  great  result.  They  will  meet 
with  insult  and  calumny  in  abundance  ;  every  engine  of  the  ‘  supre¬ 
macy  ’  party  will  be  in  motion  against  them  ;  they  will  be  denounced 
as  ‘  conspirators  ’  against  the  institutions  of  the  country,  when,  in 
fact,  they  combine  only  against  a  grievance  which  it  is  hard  to  say 
whether  it  is  more  humiliating  in  Ireland  to  endure,  or  clisgi  aceful 
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in  England  to  inflict  ;  but  against  all  this,  having  a  right  cause, 
and  working  it  by  right  means,  they  will  certainly  succeed. . 

It  would  lie  to  insult  your  understanding  were  I  to  imagine  that 
you  demand  anything  more  or  less  than  a  peifect  equality  befoie 
the  law  for  the  religious  sects  which  exist  in  Ireland  that  is,  foi 
the  members  or  adherents  of  the  Protestant  Episcopalian,  the  Pres¬ 
byterian,  and  the  Roman  Catholic  Churches.  So  entirely  is  it  felt 
that  you  are  in  the  right  in  making  this  demand,  that  with  regard 
to  it  your  opponents  dare  not  attempt  an  argument  with  you ;  they 
prefer  to  say  that  you  claim  something  else— namely,  a  supremacy 
as  hateful  as  their  own,  and  then  they  find  it  easy  to  contest  the 
matter  with  you,  writing  and  speaking,  as  they  do,  chiefly  to  a  Pro¬ 
testant  audience.  On  this  point  there  should  be  no  possibility  of 
mistake ;  and  not  only  should  the  demand  for  ‘  equality  ’  be  un¬ 
equivocal,  but  it  appears  to  me  most  desirable  that  some  mode  of 
attaining  it  should  be  distinctly  pointed  out.  We  may,  perhaps, 
imagine  an  ‘  equality 1  which  would  allow  the  Protestant  Establish¬ 
ment  to  remain  as  it  is,  or,  at  least,  to  continue  to  be  a  State 
Church,  building  up  at  its  side  a  Catholic  Establishment ;  and,  to 
complete  the  scheme,  a  Presbyterian  Establishment  also,  having 
a  batch  of  Catholic  prelates  and  of  Presbyterian  divines  in  the 
House  of  Lords  ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  any  scheme  of  ‘  equality  ’  of 
this  description  would  be,  and  must  necessarily  be,  altogether 
impracticable. 

Lord  John  Russell,  I  think  in  1843,  expressed  an  opinion  that 
the  Protestant  Church  in  Ireland  should  not  be  subverted,  ‘but 
that  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  with  its  bishops  and  clergy, 
should  be  placed  by  the  State  on  a  footing  of  equality  with  that 
Church.’  He  adopted  the  term  ‘  equality,’  and  said  that  any  plan 
he  should  propose  would  be  ‘  to  follow  out  that  principle  of  equality, 
with  all  its  consequences.’  Lord  Grey,  in  1845,  was,  if  possible, 
still  more  explicit,  for  he  said,  after  expressing  his  opinion  that 
‘  the  Catholics  have  the  first  claim  ’  on  the  funds  applied  to  eccle¬ 
siastical  purposes  in  Ireland,  ‘  you  must  give  the  Catholic  clergy  an 
equality  also  in  social  rank  and  position  and  he  went  even  further 
than  this,  and  said,  ‘  I  carry  my  view  on  this  subject  as  far  as  to 
wish  to  see  the  prelates  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  take  their 
places  in  this  House  on  the  episcopal  bench.’  From  this  it  appears 
that  Lord  John  Russell  and  Lord  Grey,  seeing  the  enormous  evil 
of  the  existing  system,  were  ready  to  justify  almost  any  measure 
that  promised  political  and  ecclesiastical  equality  to  the  Irish 
Catholics  ;  but  they  wished  that  equality  to  be  obtained  without 
the  subversion  of  the  Protestant  Established  Church  in  Ireland. 

Of  course,  if  all  parties  among  the  statesmen  and  the  public  of 
the  United  Kingdom  were  agreed,  funds  might  be  provided  for  the 
perpetual  endowment  and  subjection  to  State  control  of  the  Irish 
Catholic  and  Presbyterian  Churches,  and  some  plan  might  be 
devised  to  secure  them  a  representation  in  the  House  of  Lords  ; 
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but,  happily  foi*  sound  principles  in  civil  government,  and  happily 
for  religion  itself,  all  parties  are  not  agreed  to  do  this,  but  are 
rather  agreed  that  it  shall  not  be  done.  The  ‘equality’  which 
Lord  John  Russell  would  ‘follow  out  with  all  its  consequences’  is 
a  dream,  and  Lord  Grey’s  bold  idea  of  giving  the  Irish  Catholics 
‘  the  first  claim  to  the  funds  ’  and  of  placing  their  bishops  in  the 
House  of  Lords  is  not  less  impracticable.  To  have  two  Established 
Churches  in  Ireland,  the  one  Protestant  and  the  other  Catholic ;  to 
have  in  the  House  of  Lords  Protestant  and  Catholic  bishops,  elbow¬ 
ing  each  other  on  the  ‘  right  reverend  bench,’  guarding  the  temporal 
and  spiritual  interests  of  two  Churches  which  denounce  each  other 
as  idolatrous  or  heretical,  would  be  an  inconsistency  so  glaring, 
that  it  would  go  far  to  overthrow  all  reverence  for  Governments 
and  Churches,  if  not  for  Christianity  itself.  The  scheme  is 
surely  too  absurd  to  be  seriously  thought  of,  and  if  there  be  a 
statesman  bold  enough  to  propose  it,  he  will  find  no  support  in  the 
opinion  of  the  English  public,  except  from  that  small  section  with 
whom  religion  goes  for  nothing,  and  Churches  and  priests  are 
tolerated  as  machinery  in  the  pay  and  service  of  the  Government. 

But  there  is  an  ‘equality’  which  is  attainable  without  incon¬ 
sistency,  which  would  meet  with  favour  among  large  classes  in 
every  part  of  Great  Britain,  and  which,  I  think,  if  fairly  proposed, 
would  be  well  received  by  many  of  the  more  enlightened  and  just 
Protestants  in  Ireland.  It  is  an  ‘equality’  which  must  start  from 
this  point,  that  henceforth  there  must  be  no  Church  in  Ireland  in 
connection  with  the  State.  The  whole  body  of  English  Dissenters, 
the  United  Presbyterian  Church  of  Scotland,  and  the  Catholic 
population  of  the  United  Kingdom,  might  be  expected  cordially  to 
welcome  such  a  proposition ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how 
the  Presbyterians  of  the  North  of  Ireland,  or  the  Free  Church  of 
Scotland,  or  the  adherents  of  the  Wesleyan  Conference  in  England, 
could,  with  any  consistency  or  decency,  oppose  it;  and  I  am  con¬ 
fident  that  a  large  number  of  persons  connected  with  the  Established 
Churches  in  the  three  kingdoms,  who  are  enlightened  enough .  to 
see  what  is  right,  and  just  enough  to  wish  it  to  be  done,  would  give 
their  support  to  any  Minister  who  had  the  courage  to  make  such 
a  measure  the  great  distinguishing  act  of  his  administration.  But, 
if  this  principle  were  adopted— that  is,  the  principle  that  henceforth 
there  must  be  no  Church  in  Ireland  in  connection  with  the  State — 
there  would  still  be  a  question  as  to  the  appropriation  of  the  large 
funds  now  in  the  hands  of  the  Irish  Established  Church. 

There  are  two  modes  of  dealing  with  these  funds,  either  of  which 
may  be  defended,  but  one  of  them  seems  to  offer  facilities  which  do 
not  belong  to  the  other.  The  most  simple  plan  would  be  to  absorb 
the  revenues  of  the  Established  Church  as  the  livings  become 
vacant,  and  to  apply  them  in  some  channel  not  ecclesiastical,  in 
which  ’ the  whole  population  of  Ireland  could  participate.  The 
objections  to  this  plan  are,  that  it  would  be  hard  upon  the  Pio- 
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testant  Episcopalians,  after  having  pampered  them  so  long  with 
a  munificent  support,  to  throw  them  at  once  on  their  resources,  and 
that  to  withdraw  the  Eegium  Donum  from  the  Presbyterians  of 
the  North,  when  they  have  no  other  provision  made  for  their 
religious  wants,  would  be  to  create  a  just  discontent  among  them. 
There  is  some  force  in  this,  inasmuch  as  upon  one  generation  would 
be  thrown  the  burden  of  the  creation  and  support  of  a  religious 
organisation  which,  in  voluntary  churches,  is  commonly  the  work 
of  successive  generations  of  their  adherents,  and  the  argument  may 
be  considered  almost  irresistible  when  it  is  offered  to  a  Government 
which  does  not  repudiate,  but  rather  cherishes,  the  principle  of 
a  State  Church.  But  whatever  may  be  the  inconveniences  of  this 
plan,  they  are,  in  my  estimation,  infinitely  less  than  those  which 
are  inseparable  from  a  continuance  of  the  present  system. 

There  is,  however,  another  mode  of  settlement  which,  though 
open  to  some  objection,  is  probably  more  likely  to  obtain  a  general 
concurrence  of  opinion  in  its  favour  in  Ireland,  and  to  which,  I 
think,  a  great  amount  of  consent  might  he  obtained  in  England  and 
Scotland.  Your  present  ecclesiastical  arrangements  are  briefly 
these : — The  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  has  500,000?.  per  annum 
entrusted  to  it,  or  a  principal  sum,  at  twenty  years’  purchase,  of 
10,000,000?.  sterling.  The  Presbyterian  Church  or  Churches  have 
40,000?.  per  annum,  or,  estimated  at  the  same  rate,  a  principal  sum 
of  800,000?.  The  Roman  Catholic  Church  has  26,000 ?.  per  annum, 
or  a  principal  sum  of  520,000?.  I  will  say  nothing  about  the  exact 
proportions  of  population  belonging  to  each  Church,  for  I  do  not  wish 
to  give  opportunity  for  dispute  about  figures.  It  is  sufficient  to  say, 
what  everybody  knows  to  be  true,  that  the  Irish  population  is  Catholic, 
and  that  the  Protestants,  whether  of  the  Episcopalian  or  Presby¬ 
terian  Church,  or  of  both  united,  are  a  small  minority  of  the  Irish 
people.  I  will  admit  the  temporary  hardship  of  at  once  withdraw¬ 
ing  from  the  Protestant  sects  all  the  resources  which  the  State  has 
hitherto  provided  for  them  ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  no  one  can 
deny,  and  I  cannot  forget,  the  hardship  to  which  the  Catholics  have 
been  subjected,  inasmuch  as  they,  the  poorest  portion  of  the  people, 
and  by  many  times  the  most  numerous,  have  been  shut  out  from 
almost  all  participation  in  the  public  funds  applied  to  ecclesiastical 
purposes  in  Ireland.  Is  it  not  possible  to  make  an  arrangement 
by  which  the  menaced  hardship  to  the  Protestants  may  be  avoided, 
and  that  so  long  endured  by  the  Catholics,  in  part  at  least,  re¬ 
dressed  ?  And  can  this  be  done  without  departing  from  the  prin¬ 
ciple,  ‘  that  henceforth  there  must  be  no  Church  in  Ireland  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  State  1  ’  Let  an  Act  be  passed  to  establish  a 
1  Church  Property  Commission’  for  Ireland,  and  let  this  Commission 
hold  in  trust,  for  certain  purposes,  all  the  tithes  and  other  property 
now  enjoyed  by  the  Established  Church;  let  it,  in  fact,  become 
possessed  of  the  10,000,000?.  sterling,  the  income  from  which  now 
forms  the  revenues  of  that  Church,  as  the  livings  and  benefices 
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become  vacant.  It  would  be  desirable  to  offer  facilities  to  the  landed 
proprietors  to  purchase  the  tithes  at  an  easy  rate,  in  order  that 
funds  might  be  in  hand  to  carry  out  the  other  arrangements  of 
the  scheme. 

I  have  estimated  the  total  value  at  10,000,000 1.  ;  it  might  not 
reach  that  sum  if  the  tithes  were  sold  at  a  low  rate  ;  but  whether 
it  were  10,000,000?.  or  only  8,000,000?.  would  not  affect  the 
practicability  or  the  justice  of  this  proposition.  Let  this  Com¬ 
mission  be  empowered  and  directed  to  appropriate  certain  portions 
of  this  fund  as  a  free  gift  to  each  of  the  three  Churches  in  Ireland 
— to  the  Protestant  Episcopalian,  the  Presbyterian,  and  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church.  Whatever  is  thus  given  must  be  a  free  gift,  and 
become  as  much  the  private  property  of  the  respective  sects  or 
churches  as  is  the  property  of  the  F ree  Church  in  Scotland,  or  that 
of  the  Wesleyan  Methodists  in  England.  It  must  no  longer  be  a 
trust  from  the  State,  liable  to  interference  or  recall  by  the  State,  or 
the  ‘  equality  ’  and  independence  of  the  Irish  sects  will  not  be 
secured. 

There  comes  now  the  question  of  the  amounts  to  be  thus  given. 
From  some  inquiries  I  have  made  I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  if  in  each  parish  in  Ireland  there  was  a  house  and  a  small 
piece  of  land,  say  from  ten  to  twenty  acres,  in  the  possession  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church,  that  would  be  all  the  provision  that  would 
be  required  or  wished  for,  as  the  general  support  of  its  ministers 
would  be  derived,  as  at  present,  from  the  voluntary  contributions 
of  their  flocks.  There  are  in  round  numbers  about  1,000  parishes 
in  Ireland.  In  many  of  them  there  is  now  a  provision  up  to  the 
standard  above  stated  in  the  possession  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church,  but  I  will  assume  that  in  all  of  them  such  provision  would 
have  to  be  made.  1,000 1.  for  each  parish,  taking  one  parish  with 
another,  would  amply  make  up  any  deficiency,  and  this  amount 
throughout  the  parishes  of  Ireland  would  require  the  sum  o 
1  ,ooo,oool.  sterling  to  be  appropriated  from  the  general  fund  ;  and 
this  should  be  made  over  absolutely  and  for  ever  to  the  Roman 
Catholics  of  Ireland,  in  such  hands  and  in  such  manner  as  the  funds 
of  their  Church  raised  by  voluntary  effort  are  usually  secured. 

Under  an  arrangement  of  this  kind,  of  course,  the  special  grant 
to  the  college  of  Maynootli  would  be  withdrawn.  The  Presby¬ 
terians,  under  the  operation  of  this  act,  would  lose  tlieir  annual 
grant  of  40,000?.  ;  but,  in  place  of  it,  assuming  that  they  have  an 
organisation  and  a  system  of  government  which  would  enable  them 
to  hold  and  administer  funds  for  the  use  of  their  Church,  a  portion 
of  the  general  fund  should  be  set  apart  for  them,  equal  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  a  revenue  of  like  amount  with  that  they  now  receive  by 
o-rant  from  Parliament.  This  should  also  be  given  to  them  abso- 
futely  and  for  ever,  and  they  should  become  henceforth  a  voluntary 
and  independent  Church. 

The  Protestant  Episcopalians  should  be  treated  as  liberally  as  the 
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Presbyterians,  with  whom,  it  is  estimated,  they  are  about  on  a  par 
in  point  of  numbers.  Assuming  that  they  could  and  would  form 
themselves  into  a  Free  Episcopal  Church,  the  Commission  would  be 
empowered  to  grant  them  a  sum  equal  to  that  granted  to  the 
Presbyterians,  and  which  would  be  about  the  same  in  amount  as 
that  granted  to  the  Catholics.  And  further,  so  long  as  they  under¬ 
took  to  keep  the  churches  in  repai  r,  they  might  be  permitted  to 
retain  possession  of  them  at  a  nominal  rent,  for  their  own  use 
only;  and  that  when  or  where  they  had  no  congregation  sufficient 
to  maintain  the  church,  then  the  buildings  should  be  at  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  the  Commission  to  let  or  sell,  as  might  be  thought  best. 
In  the  case  of  the  Protestant  Episcopalians,  as  with  the  Presby¬ 
terians  and  the  Catholics,  whatever  sum  is  given  to  them  must  be 
given  absolutely  and  for  ever,  that  thenceforth  they  may  rely  on 
their  own  resources  and  become  a  voluntary  and  independent 
Church. 

The  State  would  thus  have  distributed  about  3,000,000?.  of 
the  original  fund,  and  would  have  relinquished  all  claims  upon  it 
for  ever  ;  and  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  take  care 
that  those  grants  were  applied,  in  the  first  instance,  for  the  purposes 
and  in  the  manner  intended  by  the  Act.  The  remaining  5,000,000?. 
or  7,000,000?.,  as  the  case  might  be,  might,  and  in  my  opinion 
ought,  to  be  reserved  for  purposes  strictly  Irish,  and  directed  to 
the  educational  and  moral  improvement  of  the  people,  without 
respect  to  class  or  creed.  This  fund  would  extend  and  perfect 
the  educational  institutions  of  the  country  ;  it  would  establish  and 
endow  free  libraries  in  all  the  chief  towns  of  Ireland,  and  would 
dispense  blessings  in  many  channels  for  the  free  and  equal  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  the  whole  population.  Of  course  there  will  be  objections 
started  to  this  scheme,  as  there  will  be  to  any  scheme  which 
attempts  to  remedy  an  injustice  which  has  lasted  for  centuries. 
The  ‘  Church  party  ’  may,  and  probably  will,  denounce  it  as  a  plan 
of  spoliation  most  cruel  and  unholy ;  but  no  man  who  proposes  to 
remedy  Irish  ecclesiastical  wrongs  can  expect  to  find  favour  with 
the  sect  whose  supremacy  he  is  compelled  to  assail.  We  must  hope 
that  State  patronage  has  not  so  entirely  demoralised  the  members 
of  the  Protestant  Episcopalian  sect,  either  in  England  or  Ireland, 
as  to  leave  none  among  them  who  are  able  to  see  what  is  just  on 
tins  question,  and  who  are  willing  that  what  is  just  should  be  done 
I  believe  there  are  many  intelligent  and  earnest  Churchmen,  and 
some  eminent  politicians  connected  with  the  Established  Church, 
who  would  welcome  almost  any  proposition  which  afforded  a  hope 
of  a  final  settlement  of  this  question. 

From  Scotland,  and  probably  from  certain  quarters  in  England, 
we  may  hear  of  the  great  crime  of  handing  over  1,000,000?.  sterling 
to  the  Tinman  Catholics  of  Ireland.  It  will,  perhaps,  be  insisted 
upon  that  to  add  to  the  means  of  a  Church  whose  teaching  is  held 
to  be  1  erroneous  ’  is  a  grievous  national  sin  ;  and  many  will 
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honestly  doubt  the  wisdom  of  a  scheme  which  proposes  such  an 
appropriation  of  a  portion  of  a  great  public  fund.  Now,  there  is 
not  a  man  in  the  United  Kingdom  more  averse  to  religious  endow¬ 
ments  by  the  State  than  I  am.  I  object  to  the  compulsory  levying 
of  a  tax  from  any  man  to  teach  any  religion,  and  still  more  to 
teach  a  religion  in  which  he  does  not  believe  ;  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  to  take  a  Church  into  the  pay  of  the  State,  and  to  place  it 
under  the  control  of  the  State,  is  to  deaden  and  corrupt  the  Church, 
and  to  enlist  its  influence  on  the  side  of  all  that  is  evil  in  the  civil 
government.  But  in  the  plan  now  suggested  the  Irish  sects  or 
Churches  would  he  left  entirely  free,  as  is  the  Free  Church  in  Scot¬ 
land,  or  the  Wesleyan  Methodist  Church  in  England.  The  grants 
once  made,  each  Church  would  possess  absolutely  its  own  funds, 
just  as  much  as  if  they  were  the  accumulations  of  the  voluntary 
contributions  and  liberality  of  past  generations  of  its  members,  and 
thus  would  be  avoided  the  damage  to  religion  and  to  civil  govern¬ 
ment  which  is  inseparable  from  what  is  called  the  union  of  Church 
and  State  ;  whilst  the  sum  granted  to  each  Church,  being  equal  to 
a  provision  of  about  40,000k  per  annum,  would  be  too  small  to 
create  any  important  corporate  influence  adverse  to  the  public 
interest. 

As  to  the  complaint  that  the  sum  of  1,000, 000k  is  proposed  to 
be  given  to  the  Irish  Catholics,  I  will  ask  any  man  with  a  head  to 
comprehend  and  a  heart  to  feel,  to  read  the  history  of  Ireland,  not 
from  the  time  of  Henry  VIII,  but  from  the  accession  of  William 
III,  and  if  he  insists  upon  a  settlement  of  this  question  by  grants 
to  the  Protestant  sects,  and  by  the  refusal  of  any  corresponding 
grant  to  the  Roman  Catholics,  I  can  only  say  that  his  statesman¬ 
ship  is  as  wanting  in  wisdom  as  his  Protestantism  lacks  the  spirit 
of  Christianity.  If,  for  generations,  a  portion  of  the  Protestants  of 
Ireland,  few  in  number  but  possessing  much  wealth,  have  enjoyed 
the  large  ecclesiastical  revenues  of  a  whole  kingdom  ;  and  if, 
during  the  same  period,  the  Roman  Catholics,  the  bulk  of  the 
population,  but  possessing  little  wealth,  have  been  thrown  entirely 
on  their  own  limited  resources,  and  under  circumstances  of  poli¬ 
tical  and  social  inferiority,  can  it  be  possible,  when  an  attempt 
shall  be  made  to  remedy  some  of  the  manifold  injustice  of  past 
times,  that  any  Englishman  or  any  Scotchman  will  be  found  to 
complain  of  the  impartiality  of  the  Government,  and  in  his  zeal 
for  Protestantism,  to  forget  the  simple  obligations  of  justice  1 

But  it  may  be  objected  that  it  is  contrary  to  sound  policy  to 
make  grants  of  public  money  to  any  public  body,  or  corporation, 
or  sect,  not  submitting  to  State  control — that,  in  fact,  a  Church 
receiving  anything  from  the  State  should  be  a  State  Church.  No 
one  is  more  sensible  of  the  weight  and  soundness  of  this  argument 
than  I  am  ;  but  observe  the  peculiarities  of  this  case.  I  start  from 
the  point  that  ‘  henceforth  there  shall  be  no  Church  in  Ireland  in 
connection  with  the  State.’  I  have  to  free  the  Protestant  Episco- 
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palian  sect  and  the  Presbyterians  from  their  State  connection  ;  and 
to  make  the  Irish  sects  voluntary  Churches  for  the  future.  I  pro¬ 
pose  an  appropriation  of  about  one-third  of  existing  ecclesiastical 
property  in  Ireland,  with  a  view  to  soften  the  apparent  severity  of 
the  change  to  the  sects  heretofore  paid  by  the  State,  and  to  make 
some  amends  to  that  majority  of  the  Irish  population,  the  injustice 
of  whose  past  treatment  is  admitted  by  all  the  world.  The  Pro¬ 
testants  of  Ireland  have  done  hitherto  little  for  themselves,  because 
the  bounty  of  the  State  has  paralysed  their  exertions,  or  made 
exertion  unnecessary.  The  Catholics  have  done  much  for  them¬ 
selves  ;  but  they  are  in  great  poverty,  and  our  existing  ecclesiastical 
legislation  has  been  felt,  and  is  now  felt,  by  them  to  be  grievously 
unjust.  Would  it  not  be  worth  the  concession  of  the  sum  I  have 
suggested,  and  of  the  deviation  from  ordinary  rule  which  I  venture 
to  recommend,  to  obtain  the  grand  result  which  is  contemplated  by 
the  change  now  proposed  %  I  have  said  that  there  will  be  objections 
to  this  scheme  and  to  every  scheme.  The  grievance  is  centuries 
old,  and  around  it  are  entwined  interests,  prejudices,  fanaticism, 
animosities,  and  convictions.  It  is  a  desperate  evil,  and  whoever 
waits  till  the  remedy  is  pleasant  to  everybody  may  and  will  wait 
for  ever.  The  object  in  view  is  the  tranquillity  of  Ireland.  The 
means  are  simple,  but  altogether  novel  in  that  unhappy  country — 
to  do  full  and  impartial  justice  to  her  whole  population.  I  propose 
to  leave  the  Presbyterians  as  well  circumstanced  as  they  are  now, 
with  this  exception,  that  all  future  extension  of  their  organisation 
must  be  made  at  their  own  cost ;  and  I  would  place  the  Pro¬ 
testant  Episcopalians  in  as  good  a  position  as  the  Presbyterians. 
The  Catholics  only  could  have  any  ground  of  complaint,  owing  to 
their  numbers  so  far  exceeding  those  of  the  Protestant  sects  ;  but 
in  the  application  of  the  remainder,  and  much  the  largest  portion 
of  the  funds,  for  educational  or  other  purposes,  they  would  parti¬ 
cipate  exactly  in  proportion  to  their  numbers  ;  and  I  have  a  strong 
belief  that,  so  far  as  they  are  concerned,  such  an  arrangement  as  is 
now  suggested  would  be  accepted  as  a  final  settlement  of  a  most 
difficult  and  irritating  question. 

As  you  know,  I  am  neither  Roman  Catholic,  Protestant  Episco¬ 
palian,  nor  Presbyterian,  nor  am  I  an  Irishman.  My  interest  in 
this  matter  is  not  local  or  sectarian.  I  have  endeavoured  to  study 
it,  and  to  regard  it  as  becomes  an  Englishman  loving  justice  and 
freedom,  anxious  for  the  tranquillity  of  Ireland,  the  welfare  of  the 
Empire,  and  the  honour  of  the  Imperial  Government.  I  believe 
that  statesmanship  does  not  consist  merely  in  preserving  institu¬ 
tions,  but  rather  in  adapting  them  to  the  wants  of  nations,  and 
that  it  is  possible  so  to  adapt  the  institutions  of  Ireland  to  the 
wants  and  circumstances  of  Ireland,  that  her  people  may  become  as 
content  as  the  people  of  England  and  Scotland  are,  with  the  mild 
monarchy  under  which  we  live.  Some  experience  and  much  re¬ 
flection  have  convinced  me  that  all  efforts  on  behalf  of  industry 
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and  peace  in  Ireland  will  be  in  great  part  unavailing  until  we 
eradicate  tbe  sentiment  which  is  universal  among  her  Catholic 
population — that  the  Imperial  Government  is  partial,  and  that  to 
belong  to  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  is  to  incur  the  suspicion  or 
the  hostility  of  the  law.  A  true  ‘  equality  ’  established  among  the 
Irish  sects  would  put  an  end  to  this  pernicious  but  all-pervading 
sentiment  ;  and  Catholics,  whether  priests  or  laymen,  would  feel 
that  the  last  link  of  their  fetters  was  at  length  broken.  Supremacy 
on  the  one  hand,  and  a  degrading  inferiority  on  the  other,  would 
be  abolished,  and  the  whole  atmosphere  of  Irish  social  and  political 
life  would  be  purified.  Then,  too,  Christianity -would  appeal  to 
the  population,  not  as  a  persecuting  or  a  persecuted  faith,  with  her 
features  disfigured  by  the  violence  of  political  conflict,  but  radiant 
with  the  divine  beauty  which  belongs  to  her,  and  speaking  with 
irresistible  force  to  the  hearts  and  consciences  of  men. 

I  know  not  if  the  statesman  be  among  us  who  is  destined  to  settle 
this  great  question,  but  whoever  he  may  be  he  will  strengthen  the 
monarchy,  earn  the  gratitude  of  three  kingdoms,  and  build  up  for 
*  himself  a  lasting  renown.  I  am  sensible  that  in  writing  this  letter, 
and  in  expressing  the  views  it  contains,  I  run  the  risk  of  being 
misunderstood  by  some  honest  men,  and  may  subject  myself  to 
misrepresentation  and  abuse.  It  is  under  a  solemn  sense  of  duty 
to  my  country,  and  to  the  interests  of  justice  and  religion,  that  I 
have  ventured  to  write  it.  I  have  endeavoured  to  divest  myself  of 
all  feeling  of  preference  for,  or  hostility  to,  any  of  the  Churches  or 
sects  in  Ireland,  and  to  form  my  judgment  in  this  matter  upon 
principles  admitted  by  all  true  statesmanship,  and  based  on  the 
foundations  of  Christian  justice.  If  I  should  succeed  in  directing 
the  attention  of  any  portion  of  those  most  deeply  interested  to  some 
mode  of  escape  from  the  difficulties  with  which  this  question  is  sur¬ 
rounded,  I  shall  willingly  submit  to  the  suspicions  or  condemnation 
of  those ’who  cannot  concur  with  me  in  opinion.  I  wish  this  long 
letter  were  more  worthy  of  its  purpose.  As  it  is,  I  send  it  to  you, 
and  you  may  make  whatever  use  of  it  you  think  will  be  likely  to 
serve  the  cause  of  ‘.religious  equality  ’  in  Ireland. 

Believe  me  to  be,  very  truly  yours, 


Rochdale, 
October  25,  18,52. 


JOHN  BRIGHT. 
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i.  105. 

Chalmers,  Dr.,  his  opinion  of  Corn- 
laws,  ii.  210. 


Chambers  of  Commerce,  urging  Go¬ 
vernment  to  take  possession  of 
Borneo,  ii.  385. 
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37°- 

Christy  minstrels,  like  Lord  Derby’s 
Government,  ii.  193. 
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Disraeli,  i.  396. 

Church,  Established,  paroxysm  of 
terror  of,  at  ‘Papal  aggression,’  ii. 
480  ;  influence  of,  favoured  by  Go¬ 
vernment  plan  of  education,  ii.  506  ; 
likelihood  of  her  members  in  Eng¬ 
land  supporting  their  own  worship, 
ii.  526. 

Church  established  in  Ireland,  case  of 
England  and  Wales,  i.  382. 

Church  Establishment,  Irish,  marvel 
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that  it  is  not  uprooted  (1860),  ii. 
523- 

Church,  Irish,  a  foreign  Church,  i. 
365  ;  Lord  Stanley’s  opinion  about, 

i.  405  ;  Lord  Mayo  would  give  it  a 
buttress  by  another  bribe,  i.  406  ; 
doomed,  i.  410  ;  not  worth  one 
good  man  raising  his  voice  in  sup¬ 
port  of,  ii.  480. 

Church  rates,  persecution  for,  in  Cam¬ 
bridge,  i.  300  ;  repeal  of,  accepted 
in  the  speaker’s  own  terms,  i.  405  ; 
course  of  motion  to  repeal,  ii.  41  ; 
effect  of  contests  for,  in  Rochdale, 

ii.  517  ;  plans  for  abolishing,  ii.  520. 

Church,  Scotch,  many  wish  it  dis¬ 
established,  i.  412. 

Cimeter,  worship  of,  among  Scythians, 
ii.  398. 

‘City,’  the,  its  opinion  on  political 
questions,  i.  129. 

Civil  Service,  rate  of  paying,  i.  45. 

Civil  Service  of  India,  facilities  for 
natives  entering,  little,  i.  67  ;  over¬ 
paid,  i.  91  ;  arrogant,  i.  96. 

Civil  war  in  America,  i.  233  ;  in¬ 
famous  conspiracy  against  rights  of 
human  nature,  i.  236;  what  may 
follow  after  it  has  ceased,  i.  262  ; 
character  of,  i.  289. 

Clamour,  out  of  doors,  how  to  be  satis¬ 
fied,  ii.  482  ;  charged  by  officials  on 
their  opponents,  ii.  504. 

Clarendon,  Lord,  his  expression  that 
the  Government  ‘drifted  into’  the 
Russian  war,  i.  465  ;  extract  from 
speech  of,  i.  497  ;  said  that  Europe 
was  standing  on  a  mine,  i.  e.  Russia, 
i.  515  ;  invited  to  take  office  under 
Lord  Derby,  ii.  193. 

Class  against  class,  much  more  set  by 
Mr.  Lowe  and  Mr.  Marsh,  ii.  146. 

Classes,  no  such  thing  as  House  of,  ii. 
180. 

Clay,  Sir  William,  his  opinions  criti¬ 
cised,  i.  507. 

Clergy,  Irish,  may  be  good  and  pious, 
but  an  evil  as  established,  i.  369  ; 
in  an  unfortunate  position,  i.  417. 

Clive,  Lord,  origin  of  Indian  Govern¬ 
ment  with  him,  i.  199. 

Cobb,  Mr.,  his  opinions  on  reducing  all 
labourers  to  slavery,  i.  235. 

Cobden,  Mr.,  the  drift  of  his  speech 
misinterpreted  by  Lord  Palmerston, 
i.  475  ;  his  opinion  on  the  President 
of  the  Board  of  Works  (Sir  W. 
Molesworth),  i.  520  ;  reviled  for  his 
theory  of  non-intervention,  ii.  107  ; 
his  offer  of  office,  ii.  1 24  ;  his  speech 


at  Eochdale,  ii.  336;  his  power 
with  Government,  according  to 
Admiral  Napier,  ii.  360. 

Coercion  Bills,  Irish,  in  abundance,  i. 

353- 

Collier,  Mr.  (Sir  R.),  opinion  of,  on 
the  ‘Alabama,’  i.  220. 

Colonial  Government,  improvements 
in,  ii.  392. 

Colonial  Office,  hastiness  of,  in  the 
Confederation,  i.  158. 

Colonies,  Lord  Eussell  found  fault 
with  Mr.  Bright  for  objecting  to 
expense  of  colonies,  i.  179;  fran¬ 
chise  in,  ii.  120;  experience  of, 
effects  on  emigrants,  ii.  351. 

Commercial  preponderance,  followed 
by  every  other,  i.  502. 

Commission,  comparison  of,  with 
Committee,  ii.  446. 

Commission,  Devon,  speaker’s  study 
of,  i.  390  ;  improvement  of  Ireland 
since,  i.  394. 

Commission,  Indian,  report  of,  i.  16. 

Commission  on  Punishment  of  Death, 
how  it  should  be  constituted,  ii.  459. 

Commission,  Eoyal,  of  1850,  to  in¬ 
quire  into  India,  not  granted,  i. 
202  seq. 

Commissioners,  Southern,  seizure  of, 

i.  189. 

Committee  on  game  laws,  hopes  of 
speaker  that  it  may  be  useful,  ii. 
325-6. 

Committee  of  House  of  Commons  on 
cotton  in  1847,  i.  200. 

Committees  of  House  of  Commons, 
value  of,  i.  202  ;  what  their  worth  is, 

ii.  42  ;  rarely  constituted  with  fair¬ 
ness,  ii.  446. 

Common  sense  and  common  honesty, 
so  called  because  they  are  rare,  ii. 
329. 

Commons,  House  of,  disavowed  the 
policy  of  confiscation,  i.  73  1  w^y  so 
called,  ii.  34 ;  what  it  should  be,  ii. 
35  1  guarantee  of  freedom,  ii.  126  ; 
best  judge  of  what  is  necessary  for 
trade,  ii.  433  ;  its  opinion  on  the 
Jew  Bill,  ii.  492. 

Company,  East  India,  character  of 
their  despatches,  i.  107  ;  renewal  of 
charter  in  1853,  i.  206. 

Companies,  London,  not  much  good  ; 
might  be  constrained  to  sell  their 
land  in  Ireland,  i.  401. 

Concession,  no  use  in  making,  to  a 
bad  cause,  i.  246. 

Confederate  loan,  character  and  ends 
of,  i.  251. 
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Confiscation  in  Oude,  i.  f>8. 

Conquest,  belief  of  some  that  it  pro¬ 
motes  trade,  ii.  386. 

Conscription,  necessity  of,  which 
should  call  out  Mr.  Roebuck,  i.  272. 

Conservatism,  national  peril,  ii.  127. 

Conservative,  resistance  not  always, 
ii.  101  ;  foundation  of  revolution 
has  been  laid  by  those  who  pretend 
to  be  specially,  ii.  16  r. 

Conservative  party,  in  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  toast  at  Torquay,  ii.  126; 
bound  to  support  the  Bill  of  1866, 
ii.  182  ;  always  despairing,  ii.  521. 

Conservatives,  incompetency  and 
humility  of,  ii.  73. 

Consolidated  fund,  proposed  to  put 
local  taxation  on,  ii.  308. 

Conspiracy,  if  dirty,  the  dirt  was  that 
of  Lord  Stanley  and  his  friends, 
ii.  152  ;  alternative  to,  open  de¬ 
monstration,  ii.  230. 

Conspiracy  Bill,  voting  on,  ii.  152. 

Constantinople,  focus  of  intrigues 
and  factions,  i.  445. 

Constituencies,  great  borough,  have 
effected  reforms,  ii.  208. 

Constitution,  of  England,  not  enjoyed 
by  the  people,  i.  230  ;  security  of  in 
England,  but  sorrows  under  in 
Ireland,  i.  346 ;  who  were  real 
framers  of  it,  ii.  148  ;  has  no  more 
regard  to  Crown  and  aristocracy 
than  it  has  to  the  people,  ii.  192. 

Constitution,  British,  what  is  it  ? 
ii-  35-  .. 

Continental  war,  effects  of,  ii.  368. 

Control,  Board  of,  mischievous  cha¬ 
racter  of,  i.  3  7 . 

Corn-laws,  repeal  of,  how  brought 
about,  ii.  40  ;  why  repealed,  ii.  1 78  ; 
how  treated  by  Parliament,  ii.  204  ; 
circumstances  of,  ii.  236  ;  attempt  to 
re-impose,  impracticable,  ii.  300 ; 
action  of  the  Times  about,  ii.  353. 

Corruption  of  existing  representation, 
ii.  200. 

Cotton,  growth  of,  cause  why  slavery 
was  maintained,  i.  1 71 ;  could  not 
have  been  produced  under  Indian 
government,  i.  199  ;  supply  of,  from 
United  States,  i.  200;  that  in  the 
United  States  (1862)  less  than  ex¬ 
pected,  i.  208 ;  no  more  will  be 
grown  by  slave  labour,  i.  209  ;  de¬ 
ficiency  of,  i.  210;  slow  growth 
of  supply,  £6.;  permission  given  by 
United  States  to  export,  i.  237  ;  de¬ 
struction  of,  by  Southern  com¬ 
manders,  i.  251  ;  nearly  ninety  per 


cent,  of,  from  Southern  States,  i. 
257  ;  increase  of,  in  America,  when 
slavery  is  abolished,  i.  263  ;  Mr. 
Bright’s  interest  in  it,  Lord  R. 
Cecil’s  prodigious  interest  in,  i.  273  ; 
supply  of,  insecure  under  slavery, 
ib. 

Cotton  district,  area  of,  small,  i.  258. 

Cotton  famine,  extent  of,  i.  198- 

Cotton  industry  an  insecure  founda¬ 
tion,  i.  257- 

Cotton  supply,  prospects  of,  under 
free  labour,  i.  275. 

Cotton,  Colonel,  despatch  of,  in  1849, 

i-  17-  .  . 

Cotton,  Sir  Arthur,  his  suggestions  in 
Manchester,  i.  206. 

Council,  nominated  by  Governor-Gen¬ 
eral  in  Canada,  i.  159. 

Counties,  franchise  in,  no  reason  why 
not  as  extensive  as  in  boroughs, 
ii.  18  ;  increase  should  be  given  to, 
ii.  158. 

County  elections,  costs  of,  ii.  247. 

County  franchise,  in  the  Bill  of  1865, 
ii.  133  ;  deplorable  condition  of, 
ii.  218. 

County  voters,  should  be  resident  in 
them,  ii.  244. 

Country,  the,  capable  of  producing 
great  warriors,  ii.  369. 

Country  party,  difficult  for  them  to 
frame  a  Reform  Bill,  ii.  87. 

Covenanted  service  of  India,  nature 
of,  i.  6. 

Coventry,  borough  of,  ii.  96. 

Cranborne,  Lord,  his  unsleeping  ill- 
will,  i.  139  ;  his  objection  to  working- 
men  being  called  our  own  flesh  and 
blood,  ii.  222  ;  his  defence  of  voting- 
papers,  ii.  247  ;  virtually  gives  a 
ballot  for  rich  people,  ii.  248  ;  said 
the  magistrate’s  drawing-room 
would  be  the  polling-booth,  ii.  249  ; 
perfectly  consistent,  ii.  256. 

Crime,  absence  of,  in  Ireland,  i.  363  ; 
state  of  (1851),  ii.  313. 

Crimea,  destructive  character  of  war 
in,  i.  277  ;  sufferings  of  soldiers  in 
the,  i.  488. 

Crimean  war  characterized,  i.  16S. 

Crimes,  national,  for  a  long  period, 
not  to  be  washed  away  by  an  hour’s 
repentance,  i.  208. 

Criminal  law,  improvements  in  the, 
ii-  393- 

Criticism,  hostile,  of  speaker’s  views 
on  Reform,  ii.  33. 

Crotchety  people,  introduction  of,  to 
House  of  Commons,  ii.  258. 
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Crown,  can  take  no  direct  part  in 
affairs,  i.  358  ;  convenience,  dignity, 
nobleness  of,  more  fully  recognized, 
i,  43  t ;  respect  entertained  for,  ii. 
33  ;  conflict  with,  ii.  -287  ;  indepen¬ 
dence  of,  not  attacked  by  Papal 
Bull,  ii.  477. 

Cuba,  slavery  in,  threatened,  i.  233. 

Cumrning,  Dr.,  his  advice,  ii.  473. 

Curry  powder,  commended  by  Duke 
of  Norfolk,  ii.  284. 

D. 

Dalhousie,  Earl  of  (Governor-General 
of  India),  value  of  his  opinion  on 
India,  i.  7  ;  end  of  Indian  policy 
with,  i.  199. 

Dallas,  Mr.,  his  resignation,  i.  131  ; 
his  departure,  i.  187. 

Daniel  the  prophet,  turned  to  Jeru¬ 
salem,  i.  370. 

Danish  question,  English  Government 
ought  not  to  meddle  with,  ii.  334. 

Dante,  quotation  from,  i.  375  ;  ii. 
399- 

Darby,  Mr.,  head  of  Enclosure  Com¬ 
mission,  ii.  84. 

Davies,  Mr.,  evidence  of,  as  to  Guze- 
rat,  i.  27. 

Davis,  Mr.  (President  of  Southern 
States),  no  knowledge  of  him,  i. 
280. 

Debt,  Indian,  i.  25. 

Debt,  National,  some  consider  an 
advantage,  ii.  380. 

Declamation,  cataracts  of,  in  House 
of  Commons,  ii.  135- 

Deer,  sacred  animal,  ii.  56. 

Defence,  public  duty  of,  ii.  39  7  • 

Deficit  in  Indian  revenue,  i.  26. 

De  la  Cour,  French  Ambassador  at 
Constantinople,  his  instructions,  i. 
475. 

Delane,  Mr.  John,  editor  of  the  Times, 
his  controversy  with  Mr.  Cobden, 

ii*  337. 

Delusion,  devilish,  that  slavery  is 
divine,  i.  289  ;  of  war  panic,  ii. 
391. 

Democracy,  no  fear  of,  but  of  claims 
of  people,  ii.  127. 

Demonstrations  in  London  in  favour 
of  Reform,  ii.  220. 

Demonstrations,  open,  alternative  to 
conspiracy,  ii.  230. 

Denmark,  policy  of  Government  about, 
unsatisfactory  to  many  Liberals,  i. 
136;  risks  of  war  on  behalf  of,  ii. 


1  Deplorable  rubbish,’  Bill  of  1859  de¬ 
scribed  as,  by  a  speaker,  ii.  88. 

Derby,  Lord,  doing  what  Lord  North 
did,  i.  368  ;  his  opinion  on  county 
representation,  ii.  37  ;  his  accession 
to  office  a  declaration  of  war  against 
the  working  classes,  ii.  192  ;  asked 
Lord  Clarendon  to  take  office  under 
him,  ii.  193;  his  statesmanship  and 
patriotism,  ii.  221  ;  his  mission  to 
stem  democracy,  ib.;  he  and  his 
rejected  the  Reform  Bill,  ii.  237  ; 
fomenter  of  discord,  ii.  239  ;  his 
opinion  of  minority  representation, 
ii.  259;  his  ‘leap  in  the  dark,’  ii. 
266. 

Derby  principle,  repudiated  in  the 
Colonies,  &e.,  ii.  194. 

Developement,  diplomatic  meaning  of, 
i.  499. 

Devise,  power  of,  extent  it  should  be, 
ii-  35°- 

Devon,  Lord,  his  imitation  of  Mr. 
Disraeli’s  language,  ii.  109. 

Dhar,  facts  in  relation  to,  i.  96. 

Dickinson,  Mr.,  Secretary  of  the 
Indian  Reform  Society,  referred  to, 
i.  64. 

Digestion,  formidable  and  robust,  of 
Torquay  gentlemen,  ii.  113. 

Dillon,  Mr.,  his  death  a  loss  to  Ire¬ 
land,  i.  362. 

Diplomacy,  what  it  is,  ii.  74. 

Directors,  India,  future  number  of, 
by  Act  of  1853,  i.  29. 

Disaffection,  Irish,  is  wide-spread,  i. 
314  ;  would  be  cured  by  possession 
of  land,  i.  401. 

Disestablishment,  speaker’s  plan  of, 

i.  4r3- 

Disraeli,  Mr.,  his  sensible  judgment 
on  the  American  war,  i.  1 41  ;  his 
diffidence,  i.  149  ;  spoke  of  ‘Con¬ 
federation  ’  as  a  matter  of  extreme 
urgency,  i.  159  ;  lamented  that  sus¬ 
pension  of  Habeas  Corpus  was  not 
perpetual  in  Ireland,  i.  353 ;  his 
description  of  Irish  society,  i.  396  ; 
differs  from  Lord  Stanley,  i.  421  ; 
his  courage,  or  some  other  quality, 
in  saying  there  is  no  crisis  in  Ire¬ 
land,  i.  428  ;  his  belief  that  the 
Russian  was  a  ‘just  and  unneces¬ 
sary  war,’  i.  442  ;  his  phrase,  ‘the 
Dutch  conquest,’  i.  517  ;  his  genius, 

ii.  73  ;  his  opinion  on  public  ex¬ 
penditure,  ib.  ;  quotation  from  his 
speech  of  February  28,  1859,  ii. 
162  ;  his  subtle  understanding,  ii. 
168  ;  expectations  as  to  his  Reform 
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policy,  ii.  221 ;  his  change  of  vote 
without  change  of  views,  ii.  255  ; 
thinks  that  whole  community  should 
hear  part  of  the  burdens  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  ii.  292  ;  his  proposal  shrouded 
in  mystery  and  confusion,  ii.  294  ; 
has  abandoned  Protection,  ii.  304  ; 
admits  that  fall  of  rent  is  no  claim 
for  relief,  ii.  307  ;  convert  to  Free 
Trade  in  1859,  4°2  i  his  rejected 

Budget,  ii.  440. 

Dissenters,  why  unfriendly  to  grants 
for  religious  purposes,  i.  301  ;  their 
relations  to  education,  ii.  499. 

Dissolution,  should  have  taken  place 
in  1866,  ii.  202. 

Distribution,  Mr.  Disraeli’s  scheme  of 
in  1859,  ii.  164—5  ;  of  voters  to  re¬ 
presentation,  ii.  201. 

Distribution  and  representation,  ii. 

13- 

Distribution  of  Seats,  under  Bill  of 
1865,  ii.  154. 

Division  of  United  States,  desired 
by  Mr.  Roebuck,  i.  271. 

Divisions,  number  of  on  Jew  Bill, 
ii.  491. 

Doctrine,  difference  of  probably  per¬ 
manent,  ii.  489. 

Dorsetshire,  labourers  of,  as  inter¬ 
ested  in  peace  as  those  of  Lanca¬ 
shire  or  Suffolk,  i.  527. 

Dost  Mahommed,  Sir  A.  Burnes  agent 
at  court  of  i.  1 1 5 . 

Doubled  peerage,  and  more  than 
doubled  pauperism,  ii.  108. 

Drawing-room  of  magistrates,  polling- 
booth,  ii.  249. 

Drayford,  should  be  Draycot,  changes 
in,  i.  402. 

Drifted  into  war  with  Russia,  i.  192  ; 
ii.  74. 

Droitwieh,  description  of  borough  of, 
ii.  85. 

Drouyn  de  Lhuys,  despatch  of,  i. 
477- 

Drunkenness,  remedies  for,  ii.  462  ; 
habits  of,  among  gentlemen,  passed 
away,  ib. 

Dublin  election,  committee  for,  in¬ 
ferences  supplied  by,  i.  318. 

Dunkirk,  fortifications  of  ii.  414. 

Dunlop,  Mr.,  motion  of,  on  Affghan 
war,  i.  103. 

Dunne,  Colonel,  his  opinion  on  Irish 
matters,  i.  336. 

Durham  letter,  effects  of  Lord  J. 
Russell’s  writing  the,  ii.  472. 

Durham,  Lord,  his  opinions  on  Re¬ 
form,  ii.  60. 


‘Dutch  cosquest,  the,’  phrase  of  Mr. 
Disraeli,  i.  517. 

E. 

Earthquake,  pills  good  against,  i. 

40S  ;  its  tread  inaudible,  ii.  354. 
Eastern  question,  difference  in  Cabi¬ 
net  on,  i.  465. 

Ecclesiastical  establishments,  extent 
of,  in  India,  i.  23. 

Ecclesiastical  Titles  Bill,  repudiated 
by  all  classes,  ii.  482. 

Education,  effect  of  priesthood  on 
liberty  when  it  interferes  with, 

ii-  507- 

Education  in  India,  extent  of,  i.  23. 
Egypt,  supply  of  cotton  from,  i.  209  ; 
temples  of,  for  worship  of  reptiles, 
ii.  76. 

Elcho,  Lord,  ‘brimful  of  enthusiasm 
for  impossible  projects,’  i.  433. 
Election,  mode  of,  in  United  States, 

i.  172. 

Elections,  cost  of,  ii.  202. 

Electors,  number  of,  ii.  55  ;  number 
of,  introduced  by  Lord  Derby  in 
1859,  ii.  165  ;  number  of,  who  poll, 

ii.  232. 

Elizabeth,  Empress,  her  edict  on 
capital  punishment,  ii.  449. 
Elizabeth,  Queen,  her  principles  not 
to  be  adopted,  ii.  485. 

Ellenborough,  Lord,  despatch  of,  i. 

63-  ,  . 

Ellice,  Mr.,  an  extraordinary  halluci¬ 
nation  of  his,  ii.  96. 

Emigration,  ties  of,  and  amount  of, 
i.  264 ;  voluntary,  its  character,  i. 
341  ;  amount  of  (1863),  ii.  354. 
Emigration  to  free  America,  amount 
of,  i.  223  ;  amount  of,  in  fifteen 
years,  i.  231. 

Emperor  of  France,  his  present  en¬ 
gagements  (1863),  i-  27°- 
Empire,  British,  not  diminished  as  to 
power  and  authority  by  being  made 
less,  i.  153. 

Employers  of  labour,  favour  extension 
of  suffrage,  ii.  100. 

Encumbered  Estates  Bill,  delayed,  i. 
308. 

England,  general  policy  of,  friendly 
to  the  United  States,  i.  140  ;  duty 
of,  in  American  war,  to  be  neutral, 
i.  177  ;  professes  to  hate  slavery  and 
love  free  government,  ib.  ;  would 
certainly  fight  for  Gibraltar,  i. 
215  ;  causes  why  some  people  in 
veered  round  during  American  war. 
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i,  256  ;  law  of  entail  less  mischiev¬ 
ous  in,  than  in  Ireland,  i.  319; 
ancient  country  of  Parliaments,  ii. 
112  ;  under  no  danger  from  priest¬ 
craft,  ii.  485. 

English  army  in  India,  when  small, 
considerate  to  natives,  i.  94. 

English  language,  durability  of,  i. 

146. 

English  people,  consanguinity  of,  with 
United  States,  i.  194. 

English  troops,  number  of,  in  Canada, 

i.  161. 

Englishman,  he  can  always  vote  ex¬ 
cept  in  England,  ii.  112. 

Englishman  newspaper,  quotation 
from,  i.  83. 

'  Enjoyment  ’  of  great  revenue,  like 
enjoyment  of  bad  health,  ii.  388- 

Entail  and  settlement,  principles  of, 
i.  310. 

Entails,  mischievous  character  of,  in 
Ireland,  i.  319,  373. 

Established  Church,  relations  of  peo¬ 
ple  to,  ii.  10. 

Establishment,  Irish,  absurdity  of,  i. 
316  ;  disendowment  of,  to  what 
extent,  i.317  ;  a  chain,  the  galling 
of  which  is  more  tormenting  than 
its  weight,  i.  369.  See  Church. 

Europe,  state  of,  has  its  bearing  on 
domestic  reforms,  ii.  ioi. 

European  population  in  India,  num¬ 
bers  of,  i.  20. 

Evictions,  Ireland  land  of,  i.  366. 

Evils  of  Ireland,  two,  Establishment 
and  tenure  of  land,  i.  368. 

Excises,  abolition  of,  ii.  432. 

Exeter  Hall,  bray  of,  a  phrase  of 
Mr.  Macaulay,  ii.  504. 

Exhibition  of  1851,  fears  of  Duke  of 
Wellington  at,  ii.  98. 

Exodus,  theories  of  Sir  R.  Inglis 
derived  from,  ii.  489. 

Expenditure,  public  extent  of,  ii.  206  ; 
public  attention  given  to,  ii.  302  ; 
magnitude  of,  ii.  409. 

Exports,  relation  of  taxation  to,  ii. 
361. 

F. 

Failure,  Irish  Church  a,  whether 
considered  as  a  political  or  religious 
institution,  i.  424. 

Families,  great,  the  patronage  they 
enjoy,  ii.  3  7. 

Famine,  Irish,  urgency  of  the,  1.  324. 

Fancy  propositions  of  Reform,  like 

flash  notes,  ii.  1 18. 

Farm  labourers,  condition  of,  ii.  205. 


Farmers,  their  organization,  ii.  97  ; 
not  in  a  vicious  position  by  action 
of  free-traders,  ii.  311  ;  independent, 
should  be  encouraged,  ii.  318; 
some  have  lost  500 1.  a-year  by  game 
preserving,  ii.  321  ;  pressure  of 
income-tax  on,  ii.  403. 

Farmers’  friends,  false  and  true,  ii. 
319  ;  good  for  farmer  when  he 
loses  confidence  in,  ii.  327. 

Farmers,  Irish,  bestowal  of  pro¬ 
prietary  rights  on,  i.  396. 

Fenianism,  existence  of,  a  justifica¬ 
tion  for  remedial  measures,  i.  395  1 
would  get  no  sympathy  if  occu¬ 
piers  in  Ireland  were  owners,  i.  401. 
Ferment,  what  causes  it,  in  the 
country,  ii.  493. 

Feudalism  unknown  in  United  States, 

i.  231  ;  force  of,  in  England,  ii. 
341. 

‘Filial  piety’  of  North  American 
provinces,  i.  159. 

Finance,  Indian,  i.  24. 

Fish-hawk,  activity  of,  ii.  77. 
Fitzgerald,  Mr.  Seymour,  his  criti¬ 
cism  on  government,  i.  13 1. 

Fleets,  rivalry  in  building,  ii.  413. 
Fletcher,  John  (of  Madeley),  his  cor¬ 
respondence  with  Wesley,  ii.  456- 
Fluctuation  in  trade  caused  by  Corn- 
laws,  ii.  285. 

Food,  supply  of,  hindered  by  game, 

ii.  324. 

Foreign  Office,  character  of,  ii.  76  ; 

its  traditions,  ii.  415. 

Foreign  policy,  out-door  relief  to 
English  aristocracy,  ii.  105  ;  nuga¬ 
tory  character  of,  ii.  362  ^  advan¬ 
tage  of,  to  aristocracy,  ii.  382  ; 
calamities  of,  ii.  384. 

Foreign  Secretary,  the  (Lord  Russell),, 
negligence  of,  about  the  ‘  Alabama, 
i.  136  ;  his  speech  at  Newcastle, 
i.  138. 

Formidable,  associations  of  working¬ 
men  would  be,  and  therefore  re¬ 
commended,  ii.  228. 

Forster,  Mr.  W.  E.,  his  opinion  of 
newspapers,  i.  129  ;  reference  of, 
to  temper  of  the  United  States, 
i.  143  ;  his  father’s  self-sacrifice, 

i.  281. 

Fortifications,  naval,  in  France,  ii. 
39°. 

Forty  shilling  freehold,  franchise  of, 
should  be  extended  to  Scotland, 

ii.  63.  ,  t 

Fox,  Chas.  Jas.,  his  opinion  of  Pitt  s 

policy  as  regards  Turkey  in  1791, 
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i.  455  ;  his  theory  of  Reform  in 
1797,  ii.  45;  his  Bill  of  1 797>  ii- 
60  ;  policy  of,  ii.  375. 

France,  slow  recognition  of  United 
States  'by,  i.  217;  not  bitter  to 
American  republic,  i.  270;  the 
originator  of  troubles  at  Constan¬ 
tinople,  i.  443  ;  her  seizure  of 
Algiers,  i.  456  ;  alliance  with 
Great  Britain,  ii.  389  ;  trade  with, 
its  importance,  ii.  416. 

France,  Emperor  of,  his  wars,  and  the 
opinion  of  Europe  on  them,  ii.  412. 
Franchise,  borough,  effect  of  Bill  of 
1859  on,  ii.  92. 

Franchise,  lodger,  of  Bill  of  1865,  ii. 
136  ;  necessity  of  settling  it  for  a 
long  time,  ii.  160  ;  never  universal 
in  England,  ii.  181  ;  proportion 
who  possess  it,  ii.  217. 

Franchise,  parochial,  antiquity  of, 

ii.  44. 

Franchise  Bill,  brought  in  first  in 
1865,  ii.  157. 

Franchises,  in  Bill  of  1865,  ii.  132. 
Franklin,  Benjamin,  his  opinion  on 
virtue,  ii.  456. 

Free  Church  in  Scotland,  effects  of, 
i.  430 ;  success  of,  ii.  502. 

Freedom  to  all  men,  involved  in 
United  States  contest,  i.  234 ;  in 
America,  its  action  on  England,  i. 
2C4. 

Freedom,  personal,  Irish  to  be  de¬ 
prived  of,  by  suspending  Habeas 
Corpus,  i.  350;  in  England,  ii. 
128. 

Freeholders,  in  towns,  excluded  from 
county  representation  by  Bill  of 
1859,  h.  84;  a  diminishing  num¬ 
ber,  ii.  201. 

Free-trade,  meetings  in  support  of,  ii. 
279. 

French,  the,  their  desire  of  peace  with 
England,  ii.  415. 

French  dynasties,  cost  of,  to  England, 

i.  514. 

French  Government,  the,  its  good 
faith  in  the  Commercial  Treaty, 

ii.  442. 

Frenchman  (Montalembert),  his  opi¬ 
nion  on  English  Parliament,  ii.  47. 
Frenzy,  popular,  how  to  deal  with,  i. 
192. 

Friend  of  India,  quotations  from,  i. 
13,  14,  15,  99. 

Friendship  with  nations;  preferable 
to  alliances,  i.  468. 

Frontier,  Canadian,  power  of  defend¬ 
ing  it,  i.  149. 


G. 

Game-laws,  cause  of  attacks  on,  ii. 
41  ;  grievance  of,  ii.  204  ;  mischief 
of,  ii  312  ;  Committee  on,  moved 
for  by  speaker,  ii.  321. 

Garibaldi,  opinion  of,  on  American 
question,  i.  222. 

Garrison,  Mr.  Lloyd,  his  public  career, 
i.  286  ;  his  services,  i.  290. 

Gaul,  misery  of,  in  fifth  century,  drove 
many  to  disbelieve  in  God’s  provi¬ 
dence,  i.  332. 

Genesis,  quotations  from,  by  Sir  R. 
Inglis,  ii.  489. 

‘  George  Griswold,’  the,  ship  destroyed 
by  the  ‘Alabama,’  i.  137. 

Germany,  sympathy  of,  for  North,  i. 
222  ;  fighting  for,  according  to 
Lord  J.  Russell,  in  Russian  war,  i. 
_5I5- 

Gibbon,  advice  given  him  by  Hume, 

i.  146. 

Gibraltar,  seizure  and  retention  of, 
indefensible,  i.  214;  Governor  of, 
an  irrational  man,  i.  506. 

Gladiator,  intellectual,  Mr.  Lowe,  ii. 

,  H5- 

Gladstone,  Mr.,  his  hopes  frustrated 
by  the  Russian  war,  i.  464 ;  will 
not  reverse  the  policy  of  Sir  R. 
Peel  in  1842,  i.  466  ;  supposed  to 
have  resisted  war  with  Germany, 

ii.  104  ;  his  statement  that  the 
power  of  the  working-classes  was 
diminishing,  ii.  170  ;  his  calculation 
as  to  addition  of  working-men,  ii. 
187;  his  financial  policy  satisfac¬ 
tory,  ii.  402  ;  charges  against  him 
as  a  finance  minister,  ii.  440  ;  the 
benefits  of  his  financial  policy,  ii. 
443- 

Glasgow,  poor-rate  in  (1848),  i.  325  ; 
sympathy  of,  with  Ireland,  i.  384. 

Goderich,  Lord,  referred  to,  i.  66,  72. 

Golden-square,  Archbishop  of,  ii.  481. 

Gortchakoff,  Prince,  his  arguments 
about  the  guarantee,  i.  500 ;  his 
words  at  Vienna,  i.  508. 

Government,  seldom  defender  of  free¬ 
dom,  i.  281  ;  negligent  of  Ireland, 
i.  315  ;  speaks  with  a  different  voice 
from  night  to  night,  i.  420 ;  its 
statement  (1854)  delusive,  and 
worthy  of  a  harsher  word,  i.  478  ; 
necessity  of  strong  one  in  1855,  i. 
485  ;  of  1852,  how  broken  up,  ii. 
87  ;  present  (Nov.  1866),  reputed 
to  be  engaged  with  Reform,  ii.  220; 
corrupted  by  enormous  revenues, 
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ii.  388  ;  embarrassment  of  (1853), 
ii.  360. 

Government,  English,  unfriendly  feel¬ 
ing  of,  to  the  United  States,  i.  134  ; 
mischievous  action  of,  i.  265. 
Government  and  Opposition,  recipro¬ 
cal  kind  offices  of,  i.  155- 
Government  which  is  not  a  govern¬ 
ment,  i.  421. 

Governor-General,  reasons  for  abolish¬ 
ing  office  of,  i.  46  ;  unable  to  really 
comprehend  India,  i.  100. 
Governor-General  of  Canada,  nomi¬ 
nates  Senate,  i.  160. 

Governors  of  dependencies,  how  they 
are  to  be  considered  and  treated, 
i-  7<5.  .  . 

Graham,  Sir  James,  his  opinion  of 
Indian  reform,  i.  36  ;  his  contempt 
for  the  Liverpool  petitioners  of 
1848,  i.  185  ;  his  candour  about  the 
Russian  war,  i.  192 
Grants,  amount  of,  for  education,  ii. 
5°8. 

Gray,  Dr.  (Sir  John),  letter  to,  on 
Irish  Church,  ii.  531  sqq.;  seei.411. 
Great  Britain,  condition  of  industry 
in  (1855),  i.  489. 

‘  Great  ruler  of  France,’  phrase  of 
Mr.  Roebuck,  i.  269. 

Greatness,  national,  what  constitutes, 

i.  145. 

Greece,  claim  on,  on  behalf  of  Don 
Pacifico.i.  203  ;  recognition  of,  slow, 

i.  217. 

Greeley,  Horace,  his  career,  i.  288.. 
Grey,  Lord,  his  theory  of  Reform  in 
1797,  ii.  45  ;  his  Bill  of  1797,  ii.  60  ; 
his  demeanour,  when  dealing  with 
Reform,  ii.  in  ;  policy  of,  ii.  375. 
Gre}',  Lord  (the  younger),  his  plan, 

ii.  115. 

Grey,  Sir  G.,  spoken  before  to  same 
effect  as  now  (on  Ireland),  i.  35 1  ; 
when  Secretary  in  1848,  a  great 
panic,  ii.  98. 

Grievance  of  working-men,  what  is 
it  ?  ii.  230. 

Grimke,  Sarah  and  Angelina,  their 
labours  against  slavery,  i.  288. 
Grosvenor,  Lord,  scope  of  his  motion, 

ii-  T53-  .  ,  , 

Grouse,  sacred  animal,  11.  50. 
Guarantee,  territorial,  what  was  the, 
in  the  Russian  war,  i.  500. 

H. 

Habeas  Corpus,  suspended,  but  also 
in  Ireland,  i.  184;  suspended  for 


three  years  in  Ireland  (March, 
1868),  i.  394;  suspended  in  Ireland 
by  successive  Governments,  i.  427. 
Halliday,  Mr.,  his  authority  quoted  as 
to  Indian  police,  i.  42  ;  his  opinion 
on  the  police  of  Bengal,  i.  102. 
Hamilton,  Lord  C.,  animated  and 
angry,  i.  400.  • 

Hamilton,  Mr.,  says  no  over-popula¬ 
tion  in  Ireland,  i.  342. 

Harcourt,  Admiral,  selection  of,  as 
person  to  transport  Cardinal  Wise¬ 
man,  ii.  473. 

Hardy,  Mr.  G-,  differs  from  Lord 
Stanley,  i.  421  ;  his  fears  of  volun¬ 
taryism,  i.  429  ;  able  and  admirable 
speech  of,  about  Danish  war,  ii. 
105- 

Hare,  Mr.,  his  scheme  for  represent¬ 
ing  minorities,  ii.  257. 

Harwich,  borough  of,  election  at, ii.  89. 
Hayes,  Mr,  his  statements  about  the 
settlement  of  land,  i.  333. 

Hebrews,  Epistle  to,  quoted,  i.  289. 
Henley,  Mr.,  his  opinion  on  numerous 
Reform  Bills,  ii.  161  ;  quotation 
from  his  speech,  ii.  169. 

Hennessy,  Mr.,  is  in  confidence  _  of 
the  Emperor  and  acquainted  with 
his  plans,  i.  270. 

Heptarchy,  no  one  would  restore,  why 
then  should  the  United  States  its 
parallel  1  i.  18 1 ;  not  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  the  voluntary  system,  ii. 
500. 

Herald,  New  York,  mischievous  anns 
of,  i.  187. 

Herries,  Mr.,  opinions  of,  quoted  by 
Lord  J.  Russell,  i.  5  ;  shakes  his 
head  at  everything  said  on  Liberal 
side  of  the  House,  ii.  310.. 

Hobgoblin  argument,  the,  i.  432  ;  ii. 
431- 

Hobhouse,  Sir  J.  (Lord  Broughton), 
opposed  a  Commission  to  inquire 
into  India,  i.  204  ;  the  kind  of  man 
who  is  made  a  Minister,  illustrated 
in  him,  ib. 

Hole  in  coat,  lasts  longer  than  patch, 
ii.  219. 

Holland,  Lord,  his  opinion  about 
Turkey  in  1828,  i.  456. 

Homestead  Act,  the,  of  the  United 
States,  i.  141  ;  ii.  355- 
Hook,  Dr.,  his  statistics  on  education, 
ii.  501. 

Horncastle,  Mr.,  his  efforts  against 
game-preserving,  ii.  318. 

Horsman,  Mr.,  his  alliance  with  Mr. 
Lowe,  ii.  144;  on  constitutional 


552 


INDEX. 


rights,  ii.  148  ;  his  inconsistency  in 
dealing  with  the  Budget  of  i860,  ii. 
419  ;  his  opinion  as  to  the  extreme 
value  of  the  House  of  Lords,  ii.  420. 

Hour  and  man,  present  and  needed, 

i.  341. 

House  of  Commons,  which  rule,  it  or 
Administration?  i.  154  ;  more  than 
one-half  elected  by  one-sixth  of 
enfranchised,  ii.  36  ;  becomes  de¬ 
puty  of  House  of  Lords,  ii.  39  ; 
motives  which  induce  people  to 
seek  a  seat  in,  ii.  57  ;  how  elected, 

ii.  195-6;  that  of  1866,  not  to  be 
trusted,  ii.  240  ;  its  vote  of  more 
importance  than  that  of  House  of 
Lords,  ii.  260  ;  duties  and  respon¬ 
sibilities  of,  ii.  270.  See  Commons. 

House  of  Lords,  toast  at  Torquay, 
not  Conservative  party  in,  ii.  126; 
its  action  on  minority  scheme,  ii. 
269  ;  their  action  on  the  paper-duty, 
harsh,  ii.  434.  See  Lords,  Peers. 

Household  franchise,  ancient,  of  the 
people,  ii.  148  ;  basis  of  a  Reform 
Bill,  ii.  224. 

Hume,  David,  his  advice  to  Gibbon, 

i.  146. 

Hume,  Mr.,  his  resolution  of  1848, 

ii.  157. 

Hungary,  received  no  sympathy  from 
Lord  Palmerston,  i.  496  ;  Lord 
Palmerston’s  treatment  of,  ii.  365. 

Huntingdon,  not  centre  of  political 
life,  ii.  266. 

I. 

Idleness,  of  Irish,  forced,  i.  307. 

Idols,  numerous,  in  African  tribes,  ii. 

357-  . 

Ill  feeling  between  England  and 
America,  causes  of,  i.  228. 

Imperial  Government,  object  of  hatred 
to  Irish,  i.  370. 

Income-tax,  not  to  be  substituted  for 
rate  in  aid,  i.  329  ;  doubled  during 
Russian  war,  but  not  doubled  re¬ 
sult,  i.  465  ;  incidence  of,  ii,  1 1  ; 
hateful  and  unjust,  ii.  402. 

Independence,  War  of,  what  was  the 
question  in  it,  i.  173. 

Independence  of  Canada,  more  digni¬ 
fied  position,  i.  16 1. 

India,  speech  of  Sir  Charles  Wood,  i. 
3  ;  vacillation  of  Government  on 
measures  for,  i.  4  ;  legislation  on, 
proposed  by  Lord  J.  Russell  in 
i853j  >•  5  i  patronage  system  and 
covenanted  service,  character  of,  i. 


6  ;  state  of,  on  the  evidence  of  a  pri¬ 
vate  letter,  i.  17  ;  justice,  adminis¬ 
tration  of,  in,  i.  18 ;  European 
population  of,  i.  20  ;  trade  of,  with 
Great  Britain,  i.  20  ;  education  in, 
i.  23  ;  ecclesiastical  establishments 
in,  ib.;  finance  of,  loans  of,  i.  24; 
debt  of,  i.  25  ;  deficit  in  revenue  of, 
i.  26  ;  results  of  the  Government 
policy  predicted,  i.  31  ;  Bill  of  1858, 
i.  35  ;  deficiency  of  roads  in,  i.  42  ; 
finances  of,  ib.  ;  loans  of,  i.  43  ; 
population  of,  i.  44  ;  languages  in, 
i.  50 ;  impossible  to  always  retain  it, 
i.  54  ;  proper  policy  towards,  i.  59  ; 
native  princes  of,  tricked  out  of  their 
territories,  ib.  ;  Court  of  Appeal  for, 
necessary,  i.  60  ;  commission  of  in¬ 
quiry  into,  necessary,  i.  61  ;  people 
of,  know  little  of  parliamentary 
debates,  i.  65  ;  executions  in,  i.  83  ; 
Loan  Bill  of  1859,  84  seq.  ;  defi¬ 

cits  in  revenue  of,  i.  86 ;  debt  of, 
i.  87  ;  cost  of  army  in,  great,  i.  89  ; 
amount  of  troops  in  (1859),  92  j 

want  of  confidence  between  Euro¬ 
peans  and  natives,  i.  93  ;  magis¬ 
trates  in,  always  moving,  i.  101  ; 
police  of,  worthless,  i.  102  ;  policy 
for,  to  decentralize  government,  i. 

103  ;  scheme  for  government  of,  i. 

104  ;  effect  of  reading  Queen’s  pro¬ 
clamation  in,  i.  106  ;  duty  of  Eng¬ 
land  to,  i.  1 10  ;  origin  of  our  govern¬ 
ment  in,  i.  198  ;  hopes  of  cotton 
from,  ib.  ;  plan  of  stimulating 
supply  of  cotton  from,  i.  210  ; 
commission  to,  on  cotton  supply, 
thwarted  by  the  folly  of  a  foolish 
Minister,  i.  273  ;  risks  of,  from 
Russia,  ii.  366  ;  kingdoms  in, 
seized,  ii.  384. 

India,  Government  of,  irresponsible  in 
its  character,  i.  8  ;  changes  of,  from 
1784  to  1853,  i.  9  ;  what  it  should 
be,  i.  38  ;  policy  of,  fatal  to  cotton 
growing,  i.  199. 

Indian  mutiny,  characterized,  i.  168. 

Indian  reform,  real  authors  of,  i.  208. 

Indian  trade,  monopoly  of,  i.  199. 

Indians,  Red,  tribe  of,  subscribed  to 
Irish  relief,  i.  345. 

‘  Influential  classes,’  mischievous  ac¬ 
tion  of,  i.  265. 

Inglis,  Sir  R.,  his  quotations  from 
Genesis,  ii.  451  ;  his  honesty  and 
consistency,  ii.  489  ;  origin  of  his 
political  morality,  ib. ;  his  feelings 
towards  the  Government  scheme 
of  education,  ii.  507. 
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Inheritance,  law  of,  ii.  io. 

Insanity  feigned  by  the  Syrian  monk, 
ii.  481. 

Inspectors,  School,  how  appointed,  ii. 

5°6- 

Institutions,  how  rendered  safe,  ii. 
I23- 

Insurrection,  chronic  in  Ireland,  1. 

351-  . 

Insurrection  of  slaves,  impossible  in 
Southern  States,  i.  261. 

Interest  on  money  invested  in  land, 
ii-  307- 

Intervention,  generally  calamitous,  1. 
470 ;  Peace  Society  hostile  to,  ii. 
363  ;  various  kinds  of,  ib.  ;  futility 
of,  ii.  364. 

Intestacy,  division  of  estates  under, 

ii-  343-  ,  ,  _  . 

Intestate  estates,  how  to  deal  with,  1. 

339- 

Intrigues  against  Bill  of  1866,  ii.  189. 

Invasion  of  Rome  agreed  to  by  Great 
Britain,  ii.  477. 

Inventions  introduced  from  America, 
ii.  48. 

Ireland,  crime  and  outrage  in,  action 
of  Government  towards,  justified, 
i.  304 ;  public  sentiment  in,  de¬ 
graded,  ib.;  misgovernment,  all 
parties  culpable  for,  i.  305  ;  diffi¬ 
culty  of  giving  relief  to,  i.  3 1 3  ;  re¬ 
medies  for,  i.  316  ;  tenure  of  land 
in,  how  to  be  reformed,  i.  319  ; 
should  he  treated  as  part  of  Eng¬ 
land,  i.  320  ;  Committee  on,  recom¬ 
mended  rate  in  aid,  i.  323  ;  amount 
of  aid  contributed  to,  i.  324  ;  cala¬ 
mities  of,  true  authors  of,  if  existent, 
i.  328;  wretchedness  of,  i.  331  ’> 
evils  of,  extravagance  of  proprietors, 
life  interests  in,  i.  335  ;  how  to  buy 
land  in,  i.  336  ;  state  of,  i.  341 ;  over¬ 
population  of,  denied  by  Messrs. 
Hamilton  and  Twisleton,  i.  34 2  j 
interest  of  speaker  in,  i.  349  ; 
people  of  would,  if  they  could,  un¬ 
moor  it,  and  take  it  2,000^  miles 
away,  i.  350  ;  for  sixty-five  years 
only  three  Irish  reforms  effected,  i. 
352  ;  constantly  insulted  for  sixty- 
five  years,  ib.;  suspension  of  Habeas 
Corpus  in,  no  remedy  for  disaffec¬ 
tion,  i.  359  ;  wrongs  of,  supported 
by  one  who  is  great  on  wrongs  of 
Poland,  i.  367  ;  future  of,  in  obedi¬ 
ence  tojustice.i.  376 ;  representation 
of,  described,  i.  380  ;  acknowledg¬ 
ment  of  speaker’s  sympathy  for,  i. 
385  ;  earthquake  in,  in  Fenianism,  i. 


408  ;  according  to  Lord  Stanley,  in 
a  painfuland  dangerous  condition,  i. 
420  ;  improved  feeling  in  (1868),  i. 
435  ;  condition  of,  not  desirable  for 
imitation  in  England,  ii.  230  ;  fa¬ 
voured  field  for  policy  of  Tory  party, 
ii.  238  ;  no  sympathy  of  Mr.  Dis¬ 
raeli  with,  ii.  295  ;  Ecclesiastical 
Titles  Bill  widened  gulf  between, 
and  England,  ii.  479. 

Irish,  the,  war  party  in  the  United 
States,  i.  142  ;  influence  of,  in 
United  States,  i.  315  ;  generosity 
and  fidelity  of  people  to  their 
Church,  i.  414. 

Irish  in  America,  influence  of,  i.  355  ; 
education  of,  i.  356  ;  hatred  to  Eng¬ 
land  of,  ib.  ;  remittances  of,  to 
Ireland,  i.  364. 

Irish  Church,  religious  or  political 
institution,  i.  424. 

Irish  difficulty,  permanent  character 
of  the,  i.  320. 

Irish  Episcopalians,  some  favourable 
to  disestablishment,  i.  428. 

Irish  Establishment,  root  of  all  evils, 
i.  298. 

Irish  matters  occupied  session  of  1849, 

i.  329. 

Irish  Members  fail  to  bring  forward 
remedies,  i.  305  ;  seldom  discuss 
questions  affecting  Great  Britain, 

ii.  522. 

Irish  people,  idle  and  starving,  i.  306  ; 
free  from  crime,  industrious,  joyous, 
cheerful,  grateful,  i.  351  ;  turn  to 
America,  i.  370. 

Irish  policy  of  Lord  Mayo,  grotesque 
and  imbecile,  i.  407. 

Irish  proprietors,  extravagant,  i.  334. 
Irish  question,  treatment  of,  force 
and  alms,  i.  330. 

Irish  representation,  a  fraud,  i.  318. 
Irish  session  of  Parliament  should 
be  held,  i.  357. 

Issachar,  the  middle  class  in  position 
of,  ii.  218. 

Italian  war,  alluded  to,  i.  168. 

J. 

Jackals,  like  place-hunters,  ii.  381. 
Jefferson,  Mr.,  his  opinion  of  slavery, 
and  the  causes  which  kept  it  up, 
i.  171  ;  his  opinion  on  newspapers, 
i.  241  ;  his  abolition  of  primogeni¬ 
ture  and.  entail,  ii.  345- 
Jervois,  Colonel,  his  report  on  de¬ 
fences  of  Canada,  i.  123. 

Jew  Bill,  why  the  speaker  did  not 
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earlier  address  the  House  on,  ii. 
487. 

J udges,  opinions  of  the,  in  relation  to 
punishment  of  death,  ii.  445  ;  their 
parliamentary  antecedents,  ii.  457  ; 
their  attachment  to  existing  laws, 
ii.  458. 

Jugglers,  minority  representation  like 
tricks  of,  ii.  266. 

Justice,  duty  to  do,  by  the  people 
and  priests  in  Ireland,  i.  409  ;  worth 
more  than  benevolence,  ii.  206  ; 
impossible  from  a  class,  ib. 

K. 

Kars,  defence  of,  ii.  23. 

Kaye,  Mr.,  quotations  from  his  work 
on  India,  i.  10,  1 1  ;  on  revenue  of 
India,  i.  27. 

Kidderminster,  Mr.  Lowe  at,  ii.  144. 

Kilkenny,  Parliament  of,  i.  363. 

Kinglake,  Mr.,  his  travels,  ii.  38 1 . 

Kistna  embankment,  i.  16. 

Kossuth,  his  opinion  on  the  American 
question,  i.  222. 

L. 

Labour,  plan  recommended  for,  by 
Southern  politicians,  i.  235  ;  con¬ 
trast  between,  in  Pree  and  Slave 
States,  i.  249  ;  not  honourable  in 
Southern  States,  i.  260  ;  low  wages 
of,  in  Ireland,  i,  331  ;  property  of 
poor  man,  i.  343. 

Labour,  free,  could  not  go  to  Southern 
States,  i.  274. 

Labourer,  agricultural,  his  condition, 
ii  283  ;  farmers  interested  in  pros¬ 
perity  of,  ii.  323  ;  wages  of,  ii. 
354- 

Laird,  Mr.,  language  of,  about  the 
‘Alabama,’  i.  135  ;  violated  neutra¬ 
lity  of  the  country,  ib. 

Lake,  French,  the  Mediterranean,  by 
occupation  of  Algiers,  might  have 
been  said  to  have  become  by  alarm¬ 
ists,  i.  456. 

Lancashire,  orderly  conduct  of  people 
in,  during  cotton  famine,  i.  198  ; 
effects  on,  of  war,  i.  250  ;  supply 
of  cotton  to,  from  Southern  States, 
i.  257  ;  cotton  industry  in,  suffer¬ 
ings  of,  i.  263  ;  overrun  with  Irish 
pauperism,  i.  311  ;  state  of  trade  in 
(1854),  i.  467  ;  endurance  of  people 
in,  ii.  395. 

Land,  proprietorship  of,  confers  poli¬ 
tical  power,  i.  308  ;  reforms  in  con¬ 


veyance  of,  i.  309  ;  tying  up  of, 
cause  of  Irish  misery,  i.  332  ;  sale 
of,  difficulties  in,  should  be  re¬ 
moved,  i.  338 ;  ownership  of,  in 
Ireland,  by  confiscation,  i.  369; 
mistake  to  think  it  should  be  pro¬ 
perty  of  rich  only,  i.  398  ;  in  Eng¬ 
land  and  Scotland,  how  distributed, 
ii.  204  ;  interest  on  money  invested 
in,  ii.  306  ;  succession  to,  duties 
on,  ii.  407. 

Land  Improvement  Company,  legis¬ 
lature  ready  to  charter  in  Ireland, 
not  in  England,  i.  333. 

Land  laws,  alterations  in,  ii.  71. 

Land  question,  Irish,  how  to  be 
settled,  i.  318  ;  never  yet  before 
English  nation,  i.  383. 

Land  system,  Irish,  plan  to  modify, 

i.  386-7. 

Landed  gentlemen,  terror  of,  not  wise, 
ii-  352- 

Landlord  rule,  effects  of,  ii.  279. 

Landlord  and  tenant  in  Ireland,  rela¬ 
tions  of,  i.  307. 

Landlords,  Irish,  have  mistaken  their 
own  interest,  i.  399. 

Landowner,  his  fortunate  condition, 

ii.  340. 

Landowner,  Irish,  creature  of  con¬ 
quest,  i.  365  ;  hated,  i.  372. 

Landowners,  difficulties  among,  how 
accounted  for,  ii.  305  ;  by  limiting 
the  supply  of  food,  responsible  for 
evil  of  game-laws,  ii.  324. 

Languages  in  India,  numerous,  i.  49. 

Lansdowne,  Lord,  his  nomination  of 
Mr.  Lowe,  ii.  145. 

Lard  debate,  Mr.  Bramston’s  part  in, 
ii.  277. 

Law,  international,  what  is  it  ?  i. 
189. 

Laws  in  America  based  on  those  of 
United  Kingdom,  i.  229. 

Lawson,  Mr.,  proposals  of,  in  his 
Permissive  Bill,  ii.  464. 

Layard,  Mr.,  his  belief  that  the 
country  was  in  a  ‘  triumphant  posi- 
tioif’  in  declaring  war  against 
Russia,  i.  441. 

League,  Anti  Corn-law,  O’Connell's 
assistance  to,  i.  3S5  ;  threatened  to 
purchase  freeholds,  ii.  245  ;  Council 
of,  its  agency,  ii.  275  ;  funds  of,  ii. 
286. 

Leases,  uncommon  in  Ireland,  espe¬ 
cially  to  Catholics,  i.  369  ;  custo¬ 
mary  duration  of  Irish,  i.  400. 

Legacy  duty,  different  on  real  and 
personal  property,  ii.  11. 
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Legacy  duties,  unfairness  in,  incidence 
of,  ii.  404. 

Legislation,  should  not  be  of  rich  for 
poor,  or  poor  for  rich,  but  all  for  all, 
ii.  209  ;  inequalities  of,  ii.  280  ; 
special,  on  intoxicating  liquors, 
ii.  463. 

Legislature,  unworthy  of  trust,  if  it 
cannot  discover  remedy  for  evils,  i. 

395- 

Leviticus,  opinions  of  Sir  R.  Tnglis 
derived  from,  ii.  490. 

Lewis,  Mr.  J.  S.,  his  opinion  on 
capital  punishment,  ii  433- 
Lewis,  Sir  G.  C.,  his  address  to  his 
Radnor  constituents,  i.  520. 

Liberal  party,  in  Ireland  and  Eng¬ 
land  should  be  united,  i.  385  ;  creed 
of,  the  speaker’s  sentiments,  ii. 

Liberation  Society,  assaults  of,  do  not 
cause  suffering  to  English  Church, 
i.  420. 

Liberty,  representative  institutions 
necessary  to,  ii.  54  >  invaded  by 
adding  to  powers  of  a  priesthood 
in  education,  ii.  507. 

Licences  for  selling  drink  yearly,  ii. 

465- 

Life  interests,  howto  deal  with,  1.  340. 
Lincoln,  President,  favourable  to 
peace,  i.  128  ;  his  unchanging  wish 
to  continue  friendly  relations, 
ib.  ;  his  second  election,  i.  141  ; 
his  newspaper  enemies,  i.  186  ;  un¬ 
likelihood  that  he  would  quarrel 
with  England,  i-  190 ;  justification 
of  his  policy  of  war,  i.  215  ;  acces¬ 
sion  of,  i.  255  ;  his  party  peaceable, 

i.  272. 

Line  drawn  by  Reform  Bill,  no  line 
drawn  by  speaker,  ii.  44. 

Literature  of  England  in  United 
States,  i.  229. 

Littledale,  Mr.,  his  circular,  ii.  307.  _ 
Liverpool,  petition  from,  in  1848,  i. 
184  ;  burden  of  Irish  pauperism  on, 

i-  325-  ,,  ,  ,  . 

Livingstone,  Dr.,  story  told  by  him, 

ii.  77' 

Lloyd,  Mr.,  murder  of,  proof  that 
Ireland  is  demoralized,  i.  304. 
Loans,  if  right  in  order  to  improve, 
may  be  judicious  in  order  to  buy,  i. 
397 ;  to  Irish  landlords,  nature  of, 
i.  309. 

Loans,  Indian,  i.  24, 43  ;  high  rate  of 
interest  for,  i.  87. 

Locke,  his  constitution  for  Carolina, 
i.  398. 


Lodger  franchise  in  Bill  of  1865,  ii. 
136. 

Lodgers,  franchise  of,  in  Scotland,  ii. 
62. 

London,  Bishop  of  (Dr.  Blomfield), 
reported  to  be  amphibious,  ii.  481. 
London  press,  written  for  West  End 
people,  i.  222. 

Looming  in  the  future,  imitated 
from  Mr.  Disraeli,  by  Lord  Devon, 
ii.  109. 

Lords,  House  of,  inactivity  of,  i.  130  ; 
its  furtherance  of  freedom,  ii.  15  ; 
Mr.  Horsman’s  opinion  of  its  value, 
ii.  420  ;  its  serenity,  ii.  493. 

Lords  Lieutenant,  some  anxious  to  be 
just,  i.  353.  _  ,  „  . 

Losses  of  life,  the,  in  the  Crimean 
war,  i.  490. 

Louis  of  Bavaria,  reply  of  a  monk  to, 

i.  427. 

Louis  Philippe,  cause  of  downfall  of, 

ii.  191. 

Lovejoy,  Elijah  P.,  his  self-devotion, 

i.  2S8. 

‘  Low’  view  of  war,  what  is  it,  i.  512. 
Lowe,  Mr.,  his  opinion  on  the  defences 
of  Canada,  i.  142  ;  his  severe  criti¬ 
cisms,  i.  397  :  his  offensive  terms,  i. 
409  ;  appeal  to,  for  his  support  of 
Lord  Russell’s  Reform  Bill,  ii.  132  ; 
his  opinions  on  Reform  in  1859,  ii. 
142  ;  his  alliance  with  Mr.  Horsman, 

ii.  144  ;  sketch  of  bis  political  ex¬ 
periences,  ib.  ;  explanation  made  to, 
ii.  151  ;  had  no  constituency,  ii. 
189  ;  quotations  from  his  speeches, 
ii.  190  ;  passage  from  his  speech 
should  be  before  all  workmen,  ii. 
197  ;  invited  to  join  Lord  Derby, 
ii.  223  ;  his  minority  plan,  ii.  256. 

‘  Lowe  theory,’  disagreement  of  facts 
from,  ii.  177. 

Lowe,  Mr.,  of  New  York,  his  losses 
by  the  ‘Alabama,’  i.  137. 

Lower  classes,  term  not  understood 
in  United  States,  i.  231. 

Loyalty,  origin  of,  i.  357  >  °f  Canada, 
suspected  by  some  to  have  its  price, 
i.  161. 

Lunatic,  delusion  of,  at  Derby,  ii.  391. 
Lytton,  Sir  E.,  his  prediction,  i.  185  ; 
his  alarmist  speeches,  ii.  1 73  j 
quotation  from,  ib. 

M. 

Macaulay,  Mr.  (Lord),  Bill  of,  in 
1833,  i.  18,  21  ;  his  advocacy  of  the 
Government  scheme  of  education, 
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ii.  498  ;  his  courtesies  towards  Non¬ 
conformists,  ii.  504. 

Macclellan,  Irish  vote  for,  i.  143. 

Mackay,  Mr.,  sent  out  by  Manchester 
Chamber  of  Commerce  to  India, 

i.  19,  206. 

Mackintosh,  Sir  James,  his  evidence 
as  to  capital  punishment,  ii.  451. 

Magistrate,  drawing-room  of  the, 
polling-booth,  ii.  249. 

Magistrates,  grant  of  licences  by,  ii. 

467- 

Mahometans,  condition  of  the,  ii. 
472. 

Majority,  election  by,  for  last  six 
hundred  years,  ii.  261. 

Majority  in  the  Lords  against  abolish¬ 
ing  paper-duty,  how  obtained,  ii. 
437- 

Malt-tax,  suggestion  for  repeal  of, 

ii.  297. 

Manchester,  poor-rate  in  (1848),  i. 
325  ;  assessment  of,  i.  326  :  inci¬ 
dental  charges  on,  ib.  ;  under 
minority  representation  worse  off 
than  Salford,  ii.  264  ;  resolutions 
of  meeting  at,  ii.  268. 

Mangel-wurzel,  recommended  to 
labourers  by  some  dean,  ii.  284. 

Mangles,  Mr.,  his  statements  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  Indian  Govern¬ 
ment,  i.  11  ;  opinions  on  Indian 
reform,  i.  36. 

Mann,  Mr.,  opinions  of,  i.  238. 

Manners,  Lord  J.,  his  quotations, 
character  of,  ii.  307. 

Mansion  House,  built  from  fines 
levied  on  Nonjurors  and  Dissenters, 
ii.  472. 

Manufactures,  pressure  of  income-tax 
on,  ii.  403. 

Mark-lane  Express,  its  dissatisfac¬ 
tion  at  Mr.  Disraeli’s  proposals,  ii. 
296. 

Marshall,  Mr.,  editor  of  the  Friend 
of  India,  i.  13. 

Martineau,  Harriet,  her  article  of 
Dec.  1838,  i.  287. 

Mask,  Man  in  the,  misrepresentations 
of,  ii.  348. 

Mason,  Mr.,  envoy  to  Great  Britain, 
i.  239  ;  author  of  Fugitive  Slave 
Law,  ib. 

Maynooth,  grant  to,  speaker’s  objec¬ 
tion  to,  i.  296,  409  ;  grant  to,  does 
not  cure  discontent,  i.  297  ;  grant 
to,  act  of,  must  be  repealed,  i. 
411. 

Meanness,  characterizes  opinions 
which  suppose  England  would  be 


greater,  if  other  nations  were 
divided,  i.  186. 

Mediterranean,  a  French  lake,  ii. 
366. 

Meetings,  public,  friendly  to  North, 

i.  240  ;  Reform,  by  whom  attended 
in  1858,  ii.  99. 

Members,  Irish,  disunited,  i.  375. 

Menchikoff,  Prince,  his  negotiations 
with  Turkey,  i.  447. 

Merchants  of  United  States,  gifts  of, 
to  Lancashire,  i.  227. 

Metropolitan  boroughs,  free  from  riot, 

ii.  248. 

Mexico,  war  of  United  States  with, 
unjust  and  unnecessary,  i.  457. 

Miall,  Mr.,  his  great  merits,  i.  41 1; 
ii.  523  ;  no  real  cause  of  catastrophe 
to  the  Church,  i.  431. 

Middle  class,  it  is  said,  indifferent 
to  Reform,  ii.  214;  now  flattered, 
ii.  215. 

Miles,  Mr.,  is  probably  horrified,  ii. 
48. 

Military  authorities  unfit  to  be  trusted 
to  determine  amount  of  necessary 
forces,  i.  94. 

Military  service  in  India,  cost  of,  i.  89. 

Mill,  Mr.,  his  History  of  British 
India  referred  to,  i.  74,  100. 

Mill,  Mr.  J.  S.,  his  Irish  scheme 
vast  and  extraordinary,  i.  403  ;  his 
view,  in  relation  to  introduction  of 
working-men,  ii.  158;  his  support 
of  the  minority  voting,  ii.  257. 

Millions,  difficulty  of  realising  such 
numbers,  i.  231  ;  impossible  to 
conceive,  ii.  379. 

Ministry,  Lord  Derby’s,  of  1858  ;  just 
to  give  it  a  fair  trial,  i.  78. 

Minority,  speaker  often  in,  i.  360  ; 
Mr.  Disraeli’s  Government  leaders 
of  a,  i.  420  ;  how  represented,  ii. 
119  ;  member  for  taking  office,  case 
of,  ii.  269. 

Minority  representation,  bad  pre¬ 
cedent  to  electors,  ii.  267. 

Minority  voting,  Mr.  Lowe’s  plan  of, 
ii.  256. 

Minorities,  representation  of,  majority 
against  and  for,  ii.  238. 

Mirabeau,  his  opinion  of  English 
criminal  law,  ii.  448. 

Miracle,  daily,  of  nature,  and  in¬ 
dustry,  ii.  330.  _ 

Misery,  no  necessity  for,  i.  384. 

Mississippi  river  in  Slave  States,  i. 

1 83  ;  senator  from,  his  opinion  of 
cotton  supply  under  free  labour, 
i.  275. 
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Mob  in  America  unknown,  except 
among  the  ‘  chivalry,’  i.  143. 

Mogul  princes,  nature  of  government 
by,  according  to  Mr.  Kaye,  i.  1 2. 

Mohammedans  turn  to  Mecca,  i.  37°- 

Moles  worth,  Mr.,  liis  History  of  the 
Reform  Bill,  ii.  1 10. 

Monck,  Lord,  Governor-General  of 
Canada,  i.  125. 

Monk,  the  Syrian,  story  of,  ii.  481. 

Moral  government  of  the  world,  the 
speaker  believes  in,  i.  277. 

Moral  law,  in  place  of  Urim  and 
Thummim,  ii.  399. 

Morality,  basis  of  national  greatness, 
ii-  397- 

Morality  of  recognition,  not  appa¬ 
rently  of  much  interest  to  Mr. 
Roebuck,  i.  277. 

Morocco,  Emperor  of,  married  to  an 
Irish  lady,  i.  505  ;  his  interests  in 
the  diplomatic  negotiations,  i.  506. 

Moshehn,  his  account  of  calamities  in 
Gaul,  i.  332. 

Mountebank  selling  pills,  i.  408. 

Multiplication  table,  hostility  of  poli¬ 
tical  opponents  renders  them  unable 
to  understand,  ii.  433. 

Municipal  councils,  advantage  of 
granting  licences  at  discretion  of, 
ii.  468. 

Murder,  many  degrees  of,  ii.  44S. 

Museum,  British,  defence  of,  on  April 
10,  1848,  ii.  98. 

Mutilation  of  Burnes’ despatches, i.  1 17. 

Mutiny  Bill,  omission  of  words  ‘  balance 
of  power’  from,  i.  433. 

N. 

Napier,  Admiral  Sir  Charles,  dinner 
to,  on  occasion  of  his  appointment 
to  Baltic  fleet,  i.  192  ;  his  theory  of 
Mr.  Cobden’s  power,  ii.  360;  his 
war  panics,  ii.  410. 

Nashville,  correspondent  from,  i.  250. 

Nation,  what  constitutes,  ii.  397. 

Nationalities,  view  of  this  question, 
as  entertained  by  the  people  and 
the  Government,  i.  47  1  ;  attempts 
to  revive,  by  war,  i.  486. 

Natives  of  India,  not  employed  by 
Government,  i.  22. 

Necker,  story  of,  i.  526. 

Negroes  in  United  States,  ii.  109  j  not 
secessionists,  duty  towards  them,  i. 

183. 

Nesselrode,  Count,  his  interpretation 
of  the  Vienna  note,  i.  449  ;  bis  de¬ 
spatch  quoted,  i.  474- 


Newdegate,  Mr.,  his  petition  about 
minority  voting,  ii.  260. 

New  Orleans,  condition  of,  i.  231. 

N e wspaper  stamp,  proposal  to  abolish, 

i-  465-  ,  . 

Newspapers,  opinion  of  the,  its  value, 
i.  129  ;  utter  ignorance  of,  in  dis¬ 
covering  a  resemblance  between 
secession  and  the  War  of  Independ¬ 
ence,  i.  1 73  ;  the  most  powerful  re¬ 
presentative  of  wealthy  opinion,  un¬ 
fair  to  America  and  its  statesmen, 

i.  180  ;  what  they  would  have  said 
if  the  North  had  acquiesced  in  se¬ 
cession,  i.  183  ;  English  Liberal, 
some  of,  friendly  to  slavery,  i.  240  ; 
Jefferson’s  opinions  on,  i.  -241; 
printed  by  American  machines,  ii. 
48  ;  London,  urged  war  on  behalf  of 
Denmark,  ii.  104;  Protectionist, 
abuse  United  States,  ii.  281. 

New-  York,  people  of,  speak  and  read 
English,  i.  229  ;  politician  of,  de¬ 
scribed,  ii.  339. 

Nobility,  position  of,  if  they  go  against 
the  popular  party,  ii.  136. 

Nomination,  if  no  polling,  settles 
election,  ii.  265. 

Nonconformists,  generally  opposed  to 
Maynooth  grant,  i.  300  ;  why  people 
are  so,  ii.  505. 

Nonjurors,  fines  levied  on  the,  ii. 
472. 

Norfolk,  Duke  of,  his  curry  powder 
plan,  ii.  284. 

Norfolk  News  of  1859,  quotation 
from,  ii.  141. 

Norman  families,  cost  of  maintaining, 

ii.  386. 

North,  Lord,  what  he  did,  now  being 
done  by  Lord  Derby,  i.  368. 

Northcote,  Sir  Stafford,  his  dislike  to 
extending  the  franchise,  ii.  223. 

Northern  States,  conscientiously  op¬ 
posed  to  slavery,  i.  172  ;  wholly  un¬ 
prepared  for  war,  i.  2 1 3  ;  impossible 
that  they  should  acquiesce  in  seces¬ 
sion,  i.  256. 

Nova  Scotia,  unwilling  to  come  into 
the  Confederation,  i.  158. 

0. 

Oaths,  taken  in  House  of  Commons, 
ii.  490  ;  use  of,  ii.  495. 

Oatmeal,  dogs  fed  on,  and  no  doubt 
wholesome,  ii-  75- 

Occupier  at  50 L,  the  least  independent 
elector,  ii  84. 

O’Connell,  desire  to  deprive  him  of 
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his  organization,  i.  299  ;  his  powers 
employed  in  defence  of  freedom,  i. 

385- 

O’Donoghue,  The,  speaker  voted  with, 
i.  360. 

Office,  retention  of,  or  secession  from, 
a  matter  of  individual  conscience 
or  judgment,  i.  484  ;  effect  of,  on 
statesmen,  ii.  143  ;  people  in,  charge 
their  opponents  with  clamour,  ii. 
504- 

Officers,  great  loss  of,  in  Crimean  war, 

i.  480. 

Olmutz  note,  rejected  by  our  Govern¬ 
ment,  i.  476. 

Opium,  question  and  revenue  of,  i. 
28  ;  tax  on,  i.  86. 

Opium  war,  incapable  of  justification, 

ii.  384. 

Opposition,  which  is  not  an  Opposi¬ 
tion,  i.  421  ;  to  Bill  of  1865,  would 
be  strengthened  by  small  boroughs, 
ii.  159. 

Otway,  Mr.,  his  motion  to  avoid  the 
words  'balance  of  power,’  i.  433. 
Oude,  King  of,  deposed,  and  indig¬ 
nities  offered  to  his  family,  i.  71  > 
kingdom  of,  i.  69  ;  taxes  taken 
from,  i.  70;  1400  forts  destroyed  in, 

i-  93- 

Owners,  large,  devouring  small  ones, 

ii-  354- 

Oxford,  Member  for  (Mr.  Cardwell), 
his  defence  of  the  Canadian  fortifi¬ 
cations,  i.  1 5 1  ;  his  ‘  glowing  lan¬ 
guage  ’  about  wise  men,  i.  160. 

P. 

Pacifico,  Don,  a  fraudulent  Jew,  sup¬ 
ported  in  his  claims  by  Lord  Pal¬ 
merston,  i.  203  ;  case  of,  allusion  to, 
i-  474- 

Pakington,  Sir  J.,  his  projects,  ii. 
207. 

Palladio,  his  design  for  the  Mansion 
House  rejected,  ii.  472. 

Palmerston,  Lord,  speech  of,  in  which 
he  boasted  of  name  of  England,  i. 
32  ;  India  Bill  of,  i.  36  ;  his  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  relation  to  Burnes’ 
despatches,  i.  119;  his  policy  in 
relation  to  his  Cabinet,  i.  154  ;  his 
relations  towards  Don  Pacifico,  i. 
203  ;  his  belief  in  the  growing 
strength  of  Turkey,  i,  443  ;  a  mon¬ 
strous  statement  of  his,  as  to  the 
improvement  of  the  Turks,  i.  472  ; 
achieved  a  victory  in  Hampshire 
which  Voltaire  failed  in,  i.  479  ; 


the  speaker  has  no  wish  to  see  his 
Government  overthrown  (1855),  i. 
484;  reasons  for  this  feeling,  i.  487  ; 
showed  no  sympathy  for  Hungary, 

i.  496  ;  his  want  of  seriousness,  i. 
525  ;  just  and  sensible  observation 
of,  ii.  99  ;  cartloads  of  rhetorical 
rubbish  by,  on  proper  duties  of 
England,  ii.  107;  might  have  passed 
a  Reform  Bill,  ii.  1 1 1  ;  his  not 
offering  the  speaker  office,  ii.  124  ; 
his  treatment  of  Roman  Republic, 

ii.  365  ;  of  Hungary,  ib. 
Pandemonium,  excelled  by  slave¬ 
holding  America,  i.  239, 

Paper-duties,  origin  of,  ii.  430. 
Paper-duty,  remission  of,  its  advan¬ 
tages,  ii.  432. 

Paradise  of  official  men,  Downing- 
street,  ii.  181. 

Paris,  accidents  in,  in  1848,  ii. 

147- 

Parliament,  Imperial,  Irish  anxious 
to  shake  off  rule  of,  i.  350  ;  sitting 
in  London,  some  Irish  have  no 
hope  in,  i.  378  ;  proof  that  it  does 
not  represent  the  nation,  ii.  9  ; 
before  1832,  as  bad  as  could  be,  ii. 
203 ;  how  has  it  done  any  good 
things,  ii.  208  ;  unreformed,  com¬ 
mitted  more  outrages  than  absolute 
monarchSjii.  233;  necessity  of  main¬ 
taining  its  privileges,  ii.  444  ;  Mem¬ 
ber  of,  his  duty,  ii.  483. 
Parliamentary  Candidate  Society,  Sir 
E.  Lytton  a  member  of,  ii.  175. 
Parliamentary  Reform,  in  England, 
would  aid  Ireland,  i.  375  ;  what 
the  Public  means  by  it,  ii.  83. 
Parliaments,  England  ancient  country 
of,  ii.  1 12. 

Parochial  franchise,  ancient  and  rea¬ 
sonable  basis  for  parliamentary 
suffrage,  ii.  18. 

Party,  Irish  question  should  be  above, 

i.  355  ;  may  be  made  by  two  men, 

ii.  144. 

Patch,  does  not  last  as  long  as  a  hole, 
ii.  219. 

Patriarch,  Hebrew',  his  language 
about  Issachar,  ii.  218. 

Patronage,  holy  thing,  ii.  123. 
Pauperism,  Irish  in  English  towns, 

i.  325  ;  more  than  doubled,  ii.  108  ; 
extent  of,  ii.  206  ;  magnitude  of,  ii. 
219  ;  growth  of,  ii.  280  ;  amount  of, 

ii.  394. 

Peace,  words  of,  written  in  every 
page  of  the  New  Testament,  ii. 
37°- 
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Peace  at  any  price,  advocated  as  the 
duty  of  the  United  States  ;  war  at 
any  cost  when  England  is  affected, 
i.  181  ;  speaker  does  not  discuss,  i. 

442- 

Peace  party  in  United  States,  what  it 
is,  i.  276. 

Peasant  proprietors,  the  speaker  has 
no  opinion  on,  i.  399. 

Pease,  Mr.,  his  experiences  of  slavery, 
i.  279. 

Peel,  General,  speech  of,  about  Danish 
war,  ii.  105  ;  his  view  of  a  rigid 
line  an  error,  ii.  180  ;  his  objection 
to  reduction  of  the  franchise,  ii.  223. 

Peel,  Sir  Robert,  speech  of,  in  1842, 
i.  25  ;  his  behaviour  in  relation  to 
the  Commission  moved  for  in  1850, 

i.  204  ;  his  scheme  for  Ireland,  i. 
330  ;  suggested  that  the  Lord 
Chancellor  should  be  ousted,  i. 
338  ;  his  gravity,  and  solemnity, 
when  hostilities  with  the  United 
States  were  threatening,  i.  481  ; 
his  difficulties  in  1845,  ii.  277  ; 
policy  of,  ii.  375  ;  his  last  speech, 

ii.  376. 

Peer,  what  is  his  birth  and  education, 
ii.  15. 

Peer,  spiritual,  of  monstrous,  of  adul¬ 
terous  birth,  ii.  16. 

Peerage,  doubled,  ii.  108. 

Peerages,  life,  rejection  of,  by  the 
House  of  Lords,  ii.  34. 

Peers,  freely  criticise  the  House  of 
Commons,  i.  129;  House  of,  slow¬ 
ness  of  the,  ii.  14  ;  exclusive,  and 
influential,  ii.  21  ;  cannot  be  per¬ 
manent,  as  an  hereditary  House, 
ii.  34  ;  their  speeches,  ii.  41 1  ;  crea¬ 
tion  of  new,  ii.  493.  See  Lords, 
House  of  Lords. 

Pelican,  stupidity  of,  ii.  77. 

Penn,  quotation  from,  i.  417  ;  his 
definition  of  freedom,  ii.  54,  231. 

People,  exclusion  of,  from  represen¬ 
tation,  ii.  93  ;  progress  of,  up  to 
1865,  ii.  109  ;  if  they  fix  their  eyes 
on  House  of  Commons,  who  can 
refuse  their  demand?  ii.  1 1 3  ;  in¬ 
telligence  of,  admitted  by  Mr. 
Lowe,  ii.  149. 

Permissive  Bill,  voting-papers  said 
to  be  a,  but  a  fallacy,  ii.  246. 

Persecution,  advocates  of,  what  they 
want,  ii.  484 ;  of  Society  of  Friends, 
ii.  512. 

Perspiration,  tears  of  Syrian  monk  as 
natural  as,  ii.  481. 

Petersfield,  case  of  borough  of,  ii.  86. 


Petitions,  number  of,  on  Reform  Bills, 
ii.  146. 

Pills  good  against  the  earthquake, 

i.  408. 

Place,  Mr.  Francis,  anecdote  of,  ii. 
147- 

Place-hunters,  like  jackals  of  desert, 

ii.  381. 

Platt,  Mr. ,  introduced  a  machine  from 
America,  ii.  48. 

Players,  strolling,  their  performance 
for  benefit  of  the  poor,  ii.  296. 

Plurality  of  voting,  parochial,  for 
reasons  which  do  not  apply  to 
parliamentary,  ii.  61. 

Poland,  wrongs  of,  i.  367  ;  Lord 
Russell  has  no  mind  to  go  to  war 
for,  i.  496. 

Political  gains  of  last  twenty-five  years 
(1S66)  are  speaker’s  political  gains, 
ii.  183. 

Political  meetings,  once  not  allowed 
in  Scotland,  ii.  68. 

Political  reasons,  high,  are  curious, 
ii  344- 

Poll,  number  of  electors  who,  ii. 
232. 

Polling-booth,  magistrate’s  drawing¬ 
room  the,  ii.  249. 

Poor-law,  Irish,  effect  of,  i.  305. 

Poor-rate,  decreasing  proportion  of, 
borne  by  land,  ii.  309. 

Pope,  the,  subscribed  to  Irish  relief, 
i.  345  ;  language  of,  offensive,  but 
official,  ii.  474  ;  the  extent  of  his 
authority,  ii.  484. 

Popery,  haters  of,  support  supremacy 
of  Irish  Church,  i.  371. 

Popularity  not  to  be  considered,  but 
wisdom  and  justice,  i.  469. 

Population,  increase  of,  from  slaves, 
i.  259  ;  growth  of,  in  Slave  States, 

i.  274  ;  growth  of,  and  Corn-laws, 

ii.  278  ;  effects  of  war  on,  ii.  396. 

Population  and  representation,  ii.  12. 

Portarlington,  retained  by  Mr.  Dis¬ 
raeli  in  1859,  ii.  164. 

‘Poverty  and  passion,’  phrase  of  Sir 
E.  Lytton,  ii.  173. 

Power,  false  to  say  the  middle  class 
have  it,  ii.  216. 

Powerful,  assertion  that  states  are 
too,  liable  to  retaliation,  i.  219. 

Precedents,  of  privilege  of  the  House 
of  Commons,  ii.  423;  of  1407,  ib.  ; 
of  1640,  ii.  424  ;  of  1671,  ii.  425  ; 
of  1678,9.  427;  of  1691, 'ii.  428  ; 
of  1700,  ib.  ;  of  1702-1719,  ii.  429. 

Presidencies  in  India,  sketch  of,  ac¬ 
cording  to  speaker,  i.  50. 
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President  of  United  States,  his  posi¬ 
tion,  i.  517. 

Presidential  election,  highest  object  of 
ambition,  and  reasonably  so,  i.  172. 

Press,  mischievous  action  of,  i.  265  ; 
its  view  about  thirty  hours  of  talk, 

i.  393. 

Preston,  Mr.,  his  evidence  as  to  effect 
of  the  Corn-laws,  ii.  308. 

Pretences  on  behalf  of  Irish  Church, 
religious  or  political,  i.  424. 

Priesthood,  exercised  on  education, 
its  effects  on  liberty,  ii.  507. 

Priests,  Irish,  desire  to  tame  them,  i. 
299  ;  charged  with  causing  discon¬ 
tent,  falsely,  i.  364. 

Primogeniture,  law  of,  to  be  abolished, 
i- 339  j  unnatural  and  unjust,  i.  319; 
mischievous  in  Ireland,  i.  373. 

Privilege,  has  sympathies  in  American 
war,  i.  248  ;  of  House  of  Commons, 

ii.  421. 

Privy  Council,  grants  of,  for  educa¬ 
tion,  and  their  distribution,  ii.  508. 

Probate-duty,  not  extended  to  land, 
ii.  405. 

Proclamation,  of  neutrality,  effects  of, 

i.  132  ;  that  of  the  14th  of  May, 
circumstances  attending,  i.  187;  of 
President  Lincoln,  i.  279  ;  legal 
and  effective,  i.  280. 

Progress  of  people,  argument  in 
favour  of  Reform,  ii.  46. 

Property,  interference  with,  in  dis¬ 
tress,  necessary,  for  labour  is  pro¬ 
perty  of  poor  man,  i.  343  ;  test  of, 
in  representation,  ii.  58. 

Property  in  land,  qualified,  i.  598. 

Proprietors,  Court  of,  absurd  resolu¬ 
tion  of,  i.  20. 

Prosperity,  increase  of,  during  a 
generation  (1859),  ii.  94. 

Protection,  delusions  of,  ii.  393. 

Protectionist  papers,  stock-in-trade 
of,  ii.  281. 

Protectorate,  Christian,  the,  i.  501. 

Protestantism,  best  hopes  of,  in  dis¬ 
establishing  Irish  Church,  i.  371. 

Protestants,  ascendant  in  Ireland,  i. 
298  ;  number  of,  in  Ireland,  i.  422. 

Providence,  not  the  cause  of  Irish 
misery,  i.  346  ;  strongest  cause  of 
disbelief  in,  the  misery  of  so  many, 

ii.  210. 

Provisional  government,  some  noble 
lord  perhaps  thought  the  speaker 
might  be  a  member  of,  ii.  >48. 

Proxy,  use  of,  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
ii.  16  ;  votes  by,  hateful  system,  ii. 
248. 


Prussia,  changes  of  land  laws  in,  i. 
372- 

Pruth,  passage  of  the,  1.  448. 

Psalms,  quotation  from,  i.  418. 

Public  meetings,  perhaps  not  attracted 
by  speakers,  but  by  sympathy,  i. 
241  ;  cannot  be  held  by  Conserva¬ 
tive  party,  ii.  178. 

Punishment  of  Death,  doubtful  whe¬ 
ther  it  be  deterrent,  ii.  449. 

Punishments,  barbarous  in  England, 

i>.  447-  .  . 

Pym,  Mr.,  his  statement  as  to  privi¬ 
lege,  ii.  424. 

Q- 

Queen,  the,  believed  to  have  been 
opposed  to  war  with  Germany,  ii. 
104  ;  favourable  to  Reform,  ii. 
195- 

Queensland,  supply  of  cotton  from.  i. 
209. 

Questions,  unfinished,  have  no  pity 
for  repose  of  nations,  ii.  239. 

Quorum,  in  House  of  Lords,  three,  ii. 
437- 

R. 

Race,  no  theory  of,  will  account  for 
Irish  discontent,  i.  363  ;  horse 
weighted  in,  his  risks,  i.  518; 
donkey,  cumulative  vote  like,  ii. 

1 16. 

Ram,  steam,  built  by  Mr.  Laird,  i. 
I36- 

Rebellion,  American,  origin  and  cha¬ 
racter  of,  i.  236. 

Recognition  of  revolted  States,  in 
practice,  dilatory,  i.  217;  of  South¬ 
ern  States,  must  lead  to  war,  ii. 
334- 

Reform,  Parliamentary,  interest  of 
Irish  in,  i.  383  ;  Governments  suc¬ 
cessively  pledged  to,  ii.  8;  of  House 
of  Commons,  why  necessary,  ii.  43 ; 
indifference  of  people  to,ii.92  ;  voted 
a  nuisance,  and  people  tried  to  bury 
it,  ii.  1 10  ;  why  imperative,  ii.  16  r  ; 
before  1830,  the  wisdom  of  accept¬ 
ing  instead  of  rejecting  it,  ii. 
179- 

Reform  Bill,  of  no  value,  unless  it  be 
good,  ii.  26  ;  difficulty  for  country 
party  to  frame  one,  ii.  87  ;  Lord 
Russell’s,  its  fairness,  ii.  132  ;  Lord 
Russell’s,  said  to  be  the  speaker’s 
recommendation,  ii.  137;  of  1859, 
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character  of,  ii.  134  ;  referred  to  in 
three  Queen’s  speeches  before  1859, 
ii.  162  ;  provisions  of,  ii.  163  ;  of 
1866,  honest,  but  needed  improve¬ 
ment,  ii.  219;  of  l8C6,  circum¬ 
stances  of  its  rejection,  ii.  234  ; 
effect  of  passing  that  of  1S66,  what 
it  would  have  been,  ii.  237. 

Reform  Club,  buffoonery  at  the,  i. 
481. 

Reformers  should  prepare  their  own 
Reform  Bill,  ii.  29. 

Regium  Donum,  in  Lord  Stanley’s 
opinion,  a  miserable  provision,  i. 
406  ;  must  be  withdrawn,  i.  41 1 . 

Relief,  out-door,  to  aristocracy,  foreign 
policy  was,  ii.  1 05  ;  gigantic  for 
aristocracy,  ii.  38 2. 

Religion,  all  Christians  of  one,  i.  4 1 7  ; 
ministers  of,  their  duty  to  people, 
ii.  210. 

Rent,  fall  of,  no  claim  for  parliamen¬ 
tary  relief,  ii.  307. 

Representation,  character  of  English, 
hindrance  to  Irish  reforms,  i.  379  ; 
changes  in  system  of,  i.  433  ;  in 
other  countries,  ii.  19 ;  enlarged, 
its  effects  on  constituencies,  ii.  209  ; 
essential  to  liberty,  ii.  231. 

Representation  and  distribution,  ano¬ 
malies  of,  ii.  13. 

Representation  and  population,  ano¬ 
malies  of,  ii.  12. 

Representation  and  taxation,  anoma¬ 
lies  of,  ii.  1 3. 

Representative  institutions  in  Europe, 
growth  of,  ii.  128. 

Reptiles,  worship  of,  in  Egypt,  analogy 
to,  in  Foreign  Office,  ii.  76. 

Republic,  American,  overthrow  of, 
would  be  fatal  to  freedom,  i.  2  23  ; 
Roman,  treatment  of,  ii.  365. 

Republicans,  in  the  United  States, 
anxious  for  peace,  i.  141. 

Residuary  Church,  term  applied  to 
Scotch  Establishment,  i.  300. 

Resistance  not  always  Conservative, 
ii.  101. 

Resolutions  of  Lord  Palmerston  (18  5o), 
character  of,  ii.  420. 

Responsibility,  little  of,  in  high 
officials,  ii.  23. 

Revenue,  vastness  of,  no  proof  of 
public  good,  ii.  387. 

Revolution,  disestablishment  of  Irish 
Church,  but  bloodless,  and  full  of 
blessing,  i.  416  ;  proposition  to  dis¬ 
establish  Irish  Church  is,  according 
to  Mr.  Hardy,  i.  422  ;  French, 
an  accident,  ii.  147;  of  1688,  cha- 
VOL.  II. 


racter  of,  ii.  377  ;  Glorious,  cost  of, 
since,  ii.  386  ;  goo.!  and  holy,  if 
foreign  policy  could  be  changed,  ii. 


392. 

Rich,  reasons  why  they  cannot  pro¬ 
perly  care  for  poor,  ii.  208. 

Richards,  Mr.,  report  of,  as  regards 
India  in  1812,  i.  199. 

Richmond,  capital  of  Southern  Con¬ 
federacy,  i.  234. 

Richmond  Examiner,  chief  paper  in 
Southern  Confederacy,  i.  234. 

Rochdale,  co-operative  societies  of, 
ii.  173;  speech  of  Mr.  Cobden  at, 
ii-  336. 

Rodney  Stoke,  or  Stoke  Rodney, 
changes  in,  i.  402. 

Roebuck,  Mr.,  his  indiscriminating 
abuse,  i.  139;  his  bitter  hostility, 
i.  268  ;  his  previous  language  about 
the  Emperor  of  the  French,  i.  269  ; 
allowances  for  his  passion  or  malice, 
not  for  his  ignorance,  i.  279;  has 
got  rid  of  feelings  under  which  men 
like  to  be  free,  i.  280  ;  as  a  little 
David,  who  vanquished  a  Whig 
Goliah,  i  523. 

Roman  Catholics,  conduct  of  Dis¬ 


senters  towards  their  claims,  ii.  510. 
Roman  Church,  assisted  by  Irish 
Establishment,  i.  425. 

Roman  Empire,  no  analogy  to  be 
drawn  from,  ii.  5 ' 9. 

Rome,  influence  of,  weakened  in  all 
Catholic  countries  at  present,  i.  426  ; 


pagan,  its  history,  no  model  to  a 
Christian  people,  ii.  396  ;  invasion 
of,  agreed  to  by  Great  Britain,  ii. 


4//- 

Romilly,  Sir  J.,  Life  of,  valuable,  11. 
394. 

Russell,  Lord  John  (Earl  Russell), 
favourable  to  an  inquiry  into 
Indian  affairs,  i.  4;  allusion  to  Ec¬ 
clesiastical  Titles  Bill  of,  i.  23  ; 
opinions  of,  on  the  Proclamation  of 
Lord  Canning,  i.  74  »  his  rebuke 
to  a  young  Member  of  the  House,  i. 
1 79  ;  his  statement  at  Newcastle, ii. ; 
proposed  to  make  speaking  against 
Government  and  Crown  felony  in 
Ireland,  i.  184  ;  his  Irish  project, 
i.  410;  his  defence  of  the  Russian 
war,  i.  445  ;  his  mission  to  Vienna, 
and  the  motives  attributed  to  those 
who  sent  him,  i.  498  ;  his  speech  of 
January  23,  1855,  i.  508  ;  said  that 
Russian  war  was  fighting  for  Ger¬ 
many,  i.  515  ;  his  caprices,  i.  522  ; 
his  sympathies  with  Reform,  ii.  1 4  ; 
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his  statements  at  Liverpool,  ii.  49  ; 
the  speaker’s  supposed  relations 
with,  in  1859,  ii.  81  ;  his  speech 
at  Greenock  (1853),  ii.  106;  the 
speaker’s  interviews  with,  ii.  156  ; 
has  no  fear  of  freedom,  ii.  193  ; 
ought,  in  1866,  to  have  dissolved, 
ii.  202  ;  his  difficulties  in  1845,  ii. 
277;  his  promises  conditional,  ii. 
286  ;  his  speech  at  Liverpool,  de¬ 
lusion  therein,  ii.  387  ;  his  mistake 
in  choosing  an  adviser  on  the  Ec¬ 
clesiastical  Titles  Act,  ii.  481  ;  his 
opinions  on  education,  ii.  503. 

Russell,  Mr.,  quoted  as  to  behaviour 
of  English  to  natives  of  India, 

i-  57-  „  .  . 

Russia,  emancipation  of  serfs  m,  j. 
177;  losses  of,  not  counted  for 
anything  by  some  people,  i.  278  ; 
has  reasons  to  complain  of  Turkey, 
i.  445  ;  still  to  be  left  a  great 
empire,  which  is  considerate  on 
the  part  of  Lord  Palmerston,  i. 
497  ;  blood  of,  is  property  of, 
statement  of  Gortchakoff,  i.  501  ; 
cannot  be  taken  to  Bow-street, 
i.  502  ;  proposals  and  concessions 
of,  i.  503;  a  ‘mine’  to  Europe, 
according  to  Lord  Clarendon,  i. 
515;  its  presumed  projects,  ii.  366  ; 
capital  punishments  almost  un¬ 
known  in,  ii.  449. 

Russia,  Emperor  of,  his  sincere  de¬ 
sire  for  peace,  i.  450. 

Russian  aggression,  will  not  really 
be  controlled  by  the  war,  i.  462. 

Russian  funds,  price  of,  in  1854,  i. 
473 

Russian  war,  popular,  but  this  no 
proof  of  its  wisdom,  i.  469  ;  policy 
and  objects  of  the,  i.  494-5  >  losses 
in  the,  i.  51 1;  opinions  of  the 
speaker  on  the,  ii.  7. 


S. 

Salford,  under  minority  representa¬ 
tion  better  off  than  Manchester,  ii. 
264. 

Salisbury  Plain,  assembly  of  people 
on,  ii.  1 19. 

Salt,  consumption  of,  in  India,  i.  14. 

Samson  Agonistes,  quotation  from, 
i-  3.SS- 

Saturday  Review ,  on  agricultural 
labourers,  ii.  341. 

Savings,  large  amount  of,  among  Irish 
tenants,  i.  401. 


Savings-bank  franchise,  mischievous, 
and  criticism  of,  ii.  x  39. 

Scarcity,  held  by  some  to  be  bene¬ 
ficial,  ii.  324. 

Schleswig  Holstein,  difficulty  of,  i. 
500. 

Scliolefield,  Mr.,  his  relations  to  Mr. 
Bright  very  friendly,  i.  21 1. 

Schools  and  school -houses  in  the 
United  States,  i.  231. 

Scipio’s  tomb,  ii.  397. 

Scotch  county,  election  at,  residents 
beaten  by  non-residents,  ii.  244. 

Scotch  Establishment,  view  of  Lord 
Aberdeen  about,  i.  430. 

Scotland,  churches  in,  i.  300  ;  law  of 
entail  less  mischievous  in,  i.  319  ; 
political  meetings  forbidden  in,  ii. 
68 ;  land  in,  accumulated  in  few 
hands,  ii.  70  ;  increase  of  electors  to, 
by  Bill  of  1859,  i'u  94  5  110  sympathy 
of  Mr.  Disraeli  with,  ii.  295  ;  volun¬ 
tary  principle  in,  ii.  501,  525. 

Scott,  General,  his  opinion  on  the 
‘Trent’  affair,  i.  193. 

Scripture,  Protectionists  said  it  was 
vulgar  to  quote,  ii.  1 15. 

Scythians,  worship  of  cimeter  among, 
ii.  398. 

Search,  right  of,  willingness  of  the 
United  States  to  abandon,  i.  193. 

Sebastopol,  taking  of,  to  humble 
Russia,  i.  497. 

Secret  department,  India,  character 
of,  i.  30. 

Secretary,  the  Home,  his  duties,  ii. 

455. 

Secretary  of  Ireland  (Sir  R.  Peel 
the  younger),  dared  to  wish  the 
division  of  the  Republic,  i.  240. 

Sect,  that  to  which  speaker  belongs 
has  suffered  persecution,  ii.  485. 

S^gur,  Count,  his  report  of  a  conver¬ 
sation  with  the  Empress  Catherine, 
ii.  450. 

Seignior,  Grand,  the,  subscribed  to 
Irish  relief,  i.  345. 

Self-respect,  means  of  raising  a  man, 
ii.  69. 

Semmes,  Captain,  friend  of  Mr.  Laird, 
i-  135- 

Senate  for  life,  in  Canada,  1.  159. 

Senate  of  United  States,  compared 
to  House  of  Lords ;  its  origin,  ii. 
426. 

Senior,  Mr.,  his  view  of  the  effects  of 
abolishing  hindrances  to  transfer 
of  land,  i.  340. 

Sentiment,  operation  of,  in  Parlia¬ 
ment,  ii.  488. 
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Separation,  impossible  under  the  geo¬ 
graphical  and  political  condition  of 
the  United  States,  i.  182. 

Sepoy  army,  numbers  of  (1859),  i.  92. 

‘Services,’  the,  assist  the  policy  of  the 
Governor-General,  i.  48. 

Session  of  1 840,  almost  entirely  occu¬ 
pied  with  Irish  matters,  i.  329. 

Settlements,  effect  of,  upon  land,  i. 

333 . 

Seymour,  Mr.  Danby,  gave  notice  of 
a  question  on  Indian  affairs,  i.  5  ; 
his  speech  on  the  East  India  Com¬ 
pany,  i.  206. 

S.  G.  O.,  excellent  letters  of,  ii.  340. 

Shaftesbury,  Lord,  his  constitution 
for  Carolina,  i.  398. 

Shakspeare,  his  Welshman,  i.  524. 

Shaw,  Mr.  E.,  quoted  as  to  the  de¬ 
terioration  of  manner  of  English  to 
natives  in  India,  i.  56. 

Shenstone,  quotation  from,  ii.  174. 

Sheridan,  quotation  from,  ii.  183. 

Ships,  European,  none  besides  Eng¬ 
lish  engaged  in  breaking  blockade, 
i.  240. 

Shore,  Mr.,  referred  to  in  relation  to 
feelings  of  India,  i.  95- 

Shoulders,  every  Englishman  has  a 
Turk  on  his,  i.  466. 

Sickness  of  speaker,  the  serious,  ii.  4. 

Skibbereen,  famine  and  deaths  in, 
i.  366. 

Slanders  on  people,  authors  of,  ii.  189. 

Slave  labour,  of  no  longer  avail  for  cot¬ 
ton  growing,  i.  209  ;  supply  of  cotton 
from,  insufficient  and  insecure,  i. 
257. 

Slave  States,  not  all  in  favour  of 
secession,  i.  182. 

Slave  trade,  United  States  have  repu¬ 
diated  it,  i.  260. 

Slaveholders,  have  committed  an  act 
of  suicide,  ii.  335. 

Slavery,  cause  of  an  irrepressible  con¬ 
flict,  i.  170  ;  left  to  each  State  to 
settle  for  itself,  i.  171  ;  real  ques¬ 
tion  in  the  war,  i.  176  ;  character¬ 
istics  of,  i.  217:  no  apology  for 
refusing  to  hold  communicationwith 
States  adopting  it,  i.  218;  blot  on 
the  American  Republic,  i.  223  ;  de¬ 
struction  of,  in  United  States  ; .  de¬ 
struction  elsewhere, i.  233  >  atrocities 
of,  i.  239  ;  the  seed  of  peril  at  the 
institution  of  the  Republic,  i.  246  ; 
atrocious  character  of,  i.  278  ;  ir¬ 
reversibly  doomed,  i.  285  ;  that  it 
was  a  divine  institution,  a.  devilish 
delusion,  i.  289;  in  British  depen- 

O  O 


dencies,  i.  291  ;  compensation  for, 
introduced  by  Lord  Derby,  i.  412. 
Slaves,  numbers  of,  in  United  States, 
i.  259  ;  labour  engaged  in,  ib.\ 
numbers  of,  engaged  in  producing 
cotton,  i.  274  ;  political  rights  con¬ 
ferred  on,  i.  290  ;  some,  in  South 
Carolina,  subscribed  for  Irish  relief, 

i-  345-  ,  ,  . 

Smith,  Adam,  hypothesis  of  Ins  being 
charged  with  approving  piracy,  ii. 

338-  .  , 

Smith,  Mr.  J.  B.,  referred  to,  1.  04. 
Smith,  Mr.  J.  Pye,  his  opinion  on 
capital  punishment,  ii.  452. 

Social  influences,  used  to  conciliate 
Members  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
i.  80. 

Societies,  secret,  have  existed  in  Ire¬ 
land,  i.  3 66. 

Society  never  disturbed  incessantly 
without  cause,  i.  375. 

Somers,  Lord,  authority  of,  ii.  148  ; 
his  view  about  foreign  policy,  ii. 

378-  ,  „ 

Sorrows,  Ireland  a  land  of  many,  1. 

374- 

South  American  republics,  recognition 
of,  i.  217. 

Southern  Confederation,  admission  of 
belligerent  rights  of,  hasty,  i.  132. 
Southern  papers,  their  view  of  slavery, 
i.  249. 

Southern  States,  represented  m  excess 
in  Congress,  i.  173;  defeated  in 
election,  and  seceded,  ib.  ;  wished 
to  widen  area  of  slavery,  i.  176  ; 
disorganisation  of,  i.  209  ;  people 
in  England  generally  against  at 
first,  i.  212;  end  of,  slavery  and  its 
extension,  i.  216  ;  sympathy  for, 
the  origin  of,  i.  222  ;  committed 
suicide,  and  destroyed  slavery,  i. 
223  ;  land  in,  uncultivated,  i.  274  ; 
not  in  favour  of  freedom  or  equality, 
i.  281  ;  inexpedient  to  hastily  re¬ 
cognise,  ii.  335. 

Spaniards,  patriot,  character  of,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Duke  of  Wellington,  i. 
516. 

Spectator  newspaper,  the,  ii.  116;  its 
criticisms,  able  but  conceited,  ii. 

349- 

Spiritual  lords,  opinions  of  the,  ii. 
492. 

Squires,  herd  of,  ii.  278. 

Stafford,  Mr.,  of  Wexford,  story  of, 
i.  372  ;  his  opinion  on  permanent 
tenure,  i.  402. 

Stamps,  how  to  deal  with,  i.  341- 
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Standard  newspaper,  suggestions  of, 
ii.  299. 

Stanley,  Lord,  his  speech  ou  American 
affairs  judicious,  i.  178;  his  state¬ 
ments  at  the  Bristol  banquet,  i. 
39  5 ;  his  plan  about  the  Irish  Church, 

i.  406  ;  speech  of,  about  Danish 
war,  ii.  105  ;  refutation  of  his  inad¬ 
vertent  mis-statements,  ii.  152  ;  his 
reference  to  balance  of  power  in 
representation,  ii.  153;  everything 
in  Lord  Stanley’s  speech  unimport¬ 
ant,  everything  important  not  true, 

ii.  153  ;  his  speech  on  Reform  said 
by  his  party  to  be  unanswerable,  ii. 
222. 

Stanley,  Mr.,  in  1 79 1  believed  in 
the  growing  strength  of  Turkey, 
i.  444. 

State  Churches,  experience  of,  i.  299. 
Statesman,  time  for,  in  Ireland,  i.  344. 
Statesmanship  does  not  consist  in 
force  and  repression,  i.  353  ;  art  of, 
to  make  the  least  possible  jar,  i. 
412. 

St.  Domingo,  revolt  of  slaves  in,  i. 
261. 

Stephens,  Mr.,  opinions  of,  i.  238. 
Stewart,  Mr.,  evidence  of,  as  to 
Guzerat,  i.  27. 

Stirling,  execution  at,  ii.  369. 
Stockport,  state  of,  in  1842,  i.  336. 
Stoke-upon-Trent,  borough  of,  ii.  170. 
Stowell,  Rev.  Hugh,  his  views,  ii.  483. 
Straits  (Dardanelles),  opening  of, 
effect  of,  i.  504. 

Stratford  de  Redcliffe,  Lord,  his  in¬ 
terviews  with  the  Sultan,  i.  445  ; 
secured  the  rejection  of  the  Men- 
chikofl'note,  i.  475;  his  mismanage¬ 
ment  in  the  case  of  Kars,  ii.  24 
seq. 

Subscription  in  1846  for  Ireland, 
sources  of,  i.  345. 

Succession-duty,  proceeds  of,  ii.  406. 
Suffrage,  extent  of,  which  speaker 
advocates,  ii.  17. 

Suffolk,  agricultural  dinners  in,  do 
not  produce  amusing  speeches 
generally,  i.  228. 

Suitable,  a  word  objected  to  by  Mr. 
Cairns  ii.  164. 

Sumner,  Mr.,  scholar  and  statesman, 

i.  288  ;  hia  statement  that  Black 
and  White  are  equal  in  eye  of  God, 

ii.  223. 

Sumter,  Fort,  attack  on,  i.  215. 
Supremacy,  advocates  of,  support 
Irish  Church,  i.  371  ;  Royal,  what 
is  it  ?  ii.  475. 


Supreme  Ruler,  in  the  Providence  of, 
the  causes  and  progress  of  Ameri¬ 
can  war,  i.  216. 

Surat  cotton,  anecdote  describing  its 
quality,  i.  201. 

Switzerland,  convention  held  in,  ii. 

239- 

Sykes  Colonel,  Indian  statistics  of, 
i.  19 ;  speeches  of,  in  House,  i. 
46  ;  referred  to,  i.  49. 

Sympathy,  character  of  the  speaker’s, 
i.  463. 

Sympathy  with  South,  real  blame  of, 

i.  224. 

Syria,  supply  of  cotton  from,  i.  209. 

T. 

Talookdars  of  Oude,  confiscation  of 
their  estates,  i.  68. 

Tappan,  Arthur  and  Louis,  i.  288. 
Tariff  in  United  States,  high,  but  no 
plea  for  war,  i.  174;  origin  and 
history  of,  ib. ;  equally  inconvenient 
to  Western  States,  i.  175  ;  not 
contained  in  the  causes  of  Ameri¬ 
can  war,  i.  247. 

Taxation,  not  to  be  treated  merely 
as  a  sum,  but  in  its  proportion  to 
wages  and  incomes,  i.  43 ;  effects 
of  on  poor,  i.  527  ;  test  of.  in  re¬ 
presentation,  ii.  58  ;  inequality  of, 

ii.  207  ;  amountof,  an  extravagance, 
ii.  218 ;  what  is  its  relation  to 
value  of  exports,  ii.  361  ;  its 
amount,  ib. ;  on  intoxicating 
liquors,  ii.  463. 

Taxation,  local,  report  on,  ii.  293. 
Taxation  and  representation,  ii.  13. 
Taxes,  taken  from  Oude,  amount  of, 

i.  70;  Indian,  character  of,  i.  43  ; 
amount  of,  as  regards  cotton,  i. 
200. 

Tear-’em,  Mr.  Roebuck  adopts  this 
patriotic  character,  i.  269. 

Tears  of  the  Syrian  monk,  as  natural 
as  perspiration,  ii.  481. 

Temple  Bar,  select  six  hundred  and 
fifty-eight  men  at  it,  and  get  a 
better  Parliament,  ii.  203. 

Tenancy,  ridiculous  and  mischievous 
stipulations  in,  ii.  300. 

Tenant,  unsatisfactory  position  of, 

ii.  320. 

Tenant-farmers,  deluded  by  Mr. 
Disraeli,  ii.  299. 

Tenantry,  unsuspecting  and  confiding. 

Terrier,  Scotch,  comparison  of,  to  a 
party  of  two,  ii.  144. 
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Territorial  families,  enthroned  by 
Revolution  of  1688,  ii-  377- 

Thompson,  George,  advocate  of  free¬ 
dom  to  slaves,  i.  "291. 

Throne,  Lord  Derby  a  weakness  to, 
ii.  238. 

Thurles,  Synod  of.  Lord  J.  Russell’s 
objections  to,  ii.  473. 

Tim  Bobbin,  works  of,  i.  229. 

Times,  the,  would  not  countenance  a 
secession  or  insurrection  in  Ireland, 
i.  1 81  ;  its  attempt  to  poison  minds, 
i.  187;  absurdly  argues  that  the 
Washington  Government  wishes  to 
quarrel  with  England,  i.  190  ; 
powerful  language  of,  about  Tur¬ 
key,  i.  474  ;  its  views  on  the  Vienna 
Conferences,  i.  498  ;  blew  the  flames 
of  war,  i.  507  ;  on  the  ballot,  its 
inconsistency,  ii.  23  ;  Mr.  Lowe’s 
connection  with,  ii.  190  ;  approves 
of  Mr.  Lowe’s  theory,  ii.  191  ;  com¬ 
ment  on  Mr.  Bright’s  speech  at 
Rochdale,  ii.  337  ;  described,  ii. 
339 ;  abused  Messrs.  Cobden  and 
Bright  before  the  Corn-laws  were 
repealed,  ii.  353  ;  its  attacks  on  the 
French  Emperor,  ii.  410. 

Tithes,  spoken  of  in  county  meetings 
in  violent  language,  ii.  298. 

Titles  of  land  in  Ireland,  should  be 
simplified,  i.  309. 

Tories,  their  fear  of  Reform,  ii.  ill. 

Torquay  dinner,  toasts  at,  ii.  109,  126  ; 
climate  of,  relaxing,  ii.  114. 

Tory  Government,  capacious  internal 
cavity  of,  ii.  223. 

Tory  party,  the  turbulent  party,  ii.  235. 

Trade  Societies,  purposes  of,  i.  249. 

Trades  and  Friendly  Societies,  organi¬ 
zation  of,  would  be  eminently  suc¬ 
cessful,  ii.  228. 

Trades’  Unions,  meeting  of,  i.  245. 

Travel,  not  necessary  always  in  order 
to  know  needs  of  a  country,  i.  390. 

Treaties,  number  of,  ii.  383. 

Treaty,  French,  the  way  it  was  tra¬ 
duced,  ii.  44 1. 

‘Trent,’  the  affair  of  the,  i.  133  ;  its 
effect  on  English  mind,  i.  214; 
seizure  of  Commissioners  in,  im¬ 
politic  and  bad,  i.  190. 

Trevelyan,  Sir  C.,  his  appointment 
good,  i.  98. 

Triumph,  of  North,  what  its  value  is, 
i.  285  ;  of  United  States  over  pas¬ 
sion,  i.  290. 

Trowsers,  Turks  have  begun  to  wear, 
and  the  only  sign  of  their  improve¬ 
ment,  i.  473. 


Turbulent  party,  the  Tory  party  is,  ii. 

235' 

Turk,  every  Englishman  has  a  Turk 
on  his  shoulders,  i.  466. 

Turkey,  sympathy  with,  i .  443  5  succes¬ 
sive  losses  of,  i.  444  ;  how  they  came 
to  declare  war,  i.  450  ;  independence 
of,  how  affected,  i.  460  ;  conserva¬ 
tion  of,  cause  of  Russian  war,  i. 
495  ;  custom  in,  ii.  344. 

Turkish  question,  three  plans  for 
dealing  with,  i.  452. 

Turks,  last  persons  to  whom  the 
speaker  would  trust  the  interests  of 
England,  i.  431. 

Tuscany,  punishment  of  death  in,  ii. 
45°. 

Twisleton,  Mr.,  his  opinion  on  the 
Stockport  people,  i.  327  ;  resigna¬ 
tion  of,  i.  328  ;  denies  that  there  is 
over-population  in  Ireland,  i.  342. 

Two-thirds  vote,  on  Permissive  Bill, 
objections  to,  ii.  466. 

Tyrrell,  Sir  J.,  his  language,  ii.  277. 

u. 

Ulster,  condition  of,  i .  3  2  7  ;  has  op¬ 
posed  Reform,  i.  329  ;  people  of,  say 
that  we  shall  weaken  the  Union,  i. 
3  43. 

Unchristianising  Parliament,  origin 
of  the  phrase,  ii.  48S. 

Underhill,  Mr.,  his  evidence  on  the 
changes  of  officials  in  India,  i.  101. 

Unenfranchised, condition  of  the,ii.  192. 

Un-English,  abuse  of  word,  ii.  373. 

Unfinished  questions  ‘  have  no  pity 
on  repose  of  nations,’  ii.  239. 

Uniformity  of  franchise  not  necessa¬ 
rily  desirable,  ii.  95. 

Union,  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland 
no  advantage  gained  to,  by  Esta¬ 
blishment,  i.  426  ;  with  Ulster,  not 
really  with  Ireland,  i.  344  ;  ob¬ 
tained  by  worst  means,  i.  351. 

Unions  in  southern  counties,  to  ab¬ 
stain  from  northern  produce,  absurd 
statement  of  Standard,  ii.  299. 

United  States,  relation  of,  to  Canada 
and  the  United  Kingdom,  i.  126  ; 
despatch  of,  about  the  ‘  Trent’  affair, 
i.  133 ;  good-will  of  the  English 
people  to,  i.  140  ;  war  party  in,  the 
Irish,  i.  142  ;  pecuniary  claims  of, 
i.  143  ;  jealousy  of  English  politi¬ 
cians  toward,  i.  145  J  population 
of,  ib.  ;  system  of  representa¬ 
tion  in,  i.  160  ;  contains  no  party 
anxious  to  annex  Canada,  i.  162  ; 
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Transatlantic  English  nation,  i. 

168  ;  great  social  progress  of,  i. 

169  ;  religious  tone  of,  ib.  ;  officials 
of,  conspired  against  the  Union,  i. 

1 76  ;  division  of,  desired  by  some, 

i.  185;  origin  of,  i.  193;  advan¬ 
tages  in,  i.  223  ;  ark  of  refuge  to 
Europe,  i.  230  ;  incapable  of  ag¬ 
gression,  i.  272 ;  war  of,  with 
Mexico,  to  be  condemned,  i.  457  ! 
great  growth  of,  i.  458  ;  position 
of  President  of,  i.  517;  condition 
of  things  in,  ii.  28;  importations 
from,  welcomed,  except  politics,  ii. 
49;  dislike  of  allusion  to,  ii.  122  ; 
negroes  will  have  privileges  in,  ii. 
1 8 1  ;  abuse  of,  by  Protectionists, 

ii.  281;  what  do  they  offer?  ii. 
357  ;  position  of  religious  bodies  in, 
ii.  505. 

United  States  Minister,  Mr.  Adams, 
his  family  in  the  United  States, 
i.  216. 

Universities,  representatives  of,  their 
counsels,  ii.  28  ;  system  of  voting- 
papers  at,  success  of  the,  ii.  245. 
Urim  and  Tkummim,  moral  law  in 
place  of,  ii.  399. 

V. 

Vicars-apostolic,  change  from,  to 
bishops,  character  of,  ii.  476. 
Vicovich,  instructed  by  Russian  Go¬ 
vernment,  i.  xi  6. 

Victor  Hugo,  his  opinion  of  the 
American  question,  i.  222. 

Vienna,  negotiations  at,  basis  of  the, 

i.  486. 

Vienna  note,  criticism  of  the,  i.  448. 
Voice,  different  from  night  to  night, 
of  Mr.  Disraeli’s  Government,  i. 

420. 

Volcano,  speaker  warns  them  that 
the  claims  of  the  people  are  like, 
ii-  235. 

Voltaire,  his  opinion  of  English  cri¬ 
minal  law,  ii.  448. 

Voluntary  Churches,  three  in  Ireland 
simultaneously,  i.  415. 

Voluntary  effort  in  education,  extent 
of,  ii.  500  sqq. 

Voluntary  principle,  advantages  of, 

ii.  528. 

Voluntaryism,  its  progress  alarms  Mr. 
Hardy,  i.  429. 

Voters,  proportion  of,  to  grown  men, 
ii.  201. 

Voting,  open,  the  value  of,  ii.  246. 
Voting-papers,  traffic  in,  ii.  249. 


W. 

Wakefield,  borough  of,  ii.  171- 

Wales,  voluntary  principle  in,  ii.  525. 

Walpole,  Mr.,  his  affection  for  small 
boroughs,  ii.  88;  his  desire  to  get 
rid  of  Reform,  ii.  96  ;  his  speech 
and  letter  to  Lord  Derby,  ii.  168. 

Walpole,  Sir  R.,  policy  of,  ii.  374. 

War,  always  discussed  by  the  speaker 
on  grounds  universally  acknow¬ 
ledged,  i.  181  ;  opinions  on  the 
wickedness  of,  not  compromised  in 
advocacy  of  the  North,  i.  247 ; 
speaker  does  not  justify,  but  treats 
it  on  generally  received  principles, 
i.  256;  description  of,  ii.  367  ;  its 
modern  character,  and  its  costli¬ 
ness,  ii.  413. 

War  at  any  cost,  advocated  by  writers 
when  England  is  concerned,  ‘  peace 
at  any  price  ’  when  United  States 
are,  i.  18 1. 

War  panics,  frequent,  the,  ii.  410. 

War  with  United  States,  effects  of, 
i.  282. 

Warnings  uttered  by  speaker  on  the 
second  reading  of  Bill  of  1 866,ii.i86. 

Wars,  British,  character  of,  ii.  378. 

Washington,  city  of,  in  a  Slave  State, 
i.  182. 

Washington,  Gen.,  his  opinion  of 
foreign  allies,  i.  462. 

Waste  lands,  how  to  deal  with,  i.  341. 

Waterford,  election  for,  disorderly,  i. 
4°3- 

Watkin,  Mr.  Absalom,  letter  of  Mr. 
Bright  to,  i.  529  sqq. 

Weed  that  pollutes  the  air,  Irish 
Church  a,  i.  436. 

Weedon,  book-keeping  at,  ii.  388. 

Weller,  Mr.,  his  proposition  like  that 
of  Lord  Grey,  ii.  117. 

Wellington,  Duke  of,  his  opinion  of 
the  Spanish  patriots,  i.  516;  his 
alarms  during  the  Exhibition  of 
1851,  ii.  98;  his  answer  to  Mr. 
Place,  ii.  147 ;  his  concession  in 
1829,  ii.  236. 

Wesley,  Charles,  his  letter  to  Fletcher 
of  Madeley,  ii.  456. 

Wesley,  John,  hypothesis  of  his  en¬ 
couraging  drunkenness  and  pro¬ 
fanity,  ii.  338. 

Wesleyans,  negotiations  with,  ii.  509  ; 
peculiarities  of,  ii.  515;  statistics 
of,  ii.  516. 

Western  Times,  quoted,  ii.  328. 

Western  World,  The,  by  Mr.  Mackay, 
i.  206. 
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Westminster  Review,  article  in,  for 
December  1838,  i.  287. 

Wheat,  price  of,  in  1849,  ii.  290. 

Wilis'  peers,  supporters  of  Reform  Bill 
of  1866,  ii.  155. 

Whigs,  in  1791,  said  that  Turkey  had 
nothing  to  do  with  balauce  of 
power,  i.  454  ;  traditions  of,  on  Re¬ 
form,  ii.  45  ;  union  of  them  with 
Tory  party,  fatal  to  themselves, 
ii.  51;  some,  like  Tories,  fear  a  Re¬ 
form  Bill,  ii.  1 1 1 ;  Government  of, 
up  to  that  of  Sir  R.  Peel,  ii.  276. 

Whitbread,  Mr.,  his  opinion  of  Turkey 
in  1791,  i.  455. 

Whiteside,  Mr.,  amusing,  even  when 
the  country  is  going  to  ruin,  ii. 
135  ;  his  defence  of  Church  rates, 

ii-  513-  „  . 

Wigfall,  Mr.,  opinions  of,  1.  238. 

Will,  power  of  making,  should  not  be 
interfered  with,  i.  339. 

Williams,  Colonel,  defender  of  Kars, 
neglect  of,  by  Lord  Stratford  de 
Redcliffe,  ii.  24. 

Williams,  Mr.,  his  endeavours  to 
remedy  the  unfairness  of  the  legacy- 
duty,  ii.  405. 

Will-o’-the-Wisp,  political,  ii.  379- 

Willoughby,  Mr.,  quotation  from  a 
note  to  his  speech,  i.  39  ;  speeches 
of,  on  India,  i.  46. 

Wilson,  Mr.,  his  theory  of  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  poor-rate  borne  by  land- 
owners,  ii.  309. 

Windsor,  farm-labourers  near,  ii.  205. 

Wine  and  spirit  licences,  how  ob¬ 
tained,  ii.  464. 

Wiseman,  Cardinal,  advice  of  persons 
as  to  treatment  of,  ii.  473- 


Wolf,  shall  we  pay  him  homage,  ii. 
287. 

Wood,  Sir  Charles,  long  speech  on 
Indian  affairs,  i.  6  ;  views  of,  on 
Indian  finance,  i.  86  ;  his  Indian 
policy,  i.  207  ;  his  altered  demea¬ 
nour  to  the  Emperor  of  the  French, 

i.  522. 

Wool,  price  of  (1851),  ii.  307. 

Working-man,  opinion  of,  on  the 
franchise,  quoted,  ii.  100. 

Working-men,  home  of,  in  Free 
States,  i.  222 ;  in  the  right  on 
American  question,  i.  240 ;  addi¬ 
tion  to  franchise  of,  by  Bill  of  1865, 

ii.  140;  their  diminution  of  power 
in  constituencies,  ii.  170  ;  numbers 
of,  computed,  by  Mr.  Gladstone 
(1866),  ii.  172  ;  if  they  have  no 
Reform,  how  they  should  act  at  the 
next  election,  ii.  197  ;  alleged  that 
they  had  no  grievance,  ii.  214; 
how  they  should  demand  and  secure 
political  power,  ii.  227;  unreason¬ 
able  to  think  that  they  would  be 
silent  for  ever,  and  acquiesce  in 
the  scandals  put  on  them,  ii.  229  ; 
advised  to  wait  for  action  of  Par¬ 
liament,  ii.  239. 

Y. 

Yancy,  Mr.,  envoy  to  Great  Britain, 
i.  239. 

Yarmouth,  elections  at,  ii.  196. 

Z. 

Zeal,  danger  of,  to  a  State  Church,  i. 
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